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ATHOLIC THEOLOGY of grace is, traditionally, a
C theology of nature and grace. From the synthesis

of Thomas Aquinas, through the Council of Trent, to
theologians like Henri de Lubac and Karl Rahner, grace
theology has been mainly concerned with grace as transforming
nature, with human nature’s capacity for grace, with the
problem of the relationship between the natural and the super-
natural. The nature-grace problem has, in fact, dominated
Catholic theology of grace and justification for a very long
time. On the other hand, in a contemporary culture that sees
man as a person rather than a member of a species, that
sees man in terms of his personhood rather than his human
nature, theology tends to understand man more as a person.
And this is as it should be. The task of theology is to express
Christian faith in terms of the worldview, the outlook, the
entire stance of contemporary man. This is not to say that
God’s word should be distorted as a concession to the times;
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it is simply to say that God’s word, if it is to be heard and
understood, must be theologically so formulated that it can
be addressed. It is to be expected, then, that Catholic theo-
logians try to express the traditionally nature-centered doc-
trine of sanctifying grace in more modern terms of person
and personal relationship. Efforts have been made but they
have not been completely successful; and Catholic theology
of grace remains today a theology of grace and nature, cut
off from the main currents of today’s theology—process,
eschatology, ecclesiology, theology of community, theology of
progress and involvement in the world—and eclipsed by them.
This is unfortunate, for Catholic theology badly needs a more
personalist theology of grace. For one thing, a personalist
framework is needed in order to interpret the New Testament
data better and more fully; with few exceptions, the New
Testament speaks not of nature being graced but of the Holy
Spirit being sent to us, of the Father and the Son dwelling in
us, of grace as interpersonal relationship. Again, a personalist
theology of grace is necessary not only that the doctrine of
grace be expressed in contemporary thought patterns but that
the theology of grace might be the foundation for a clearer
theological understanding of the relationship between the
Christian person and the Christian community, and that it
might be the basis for a sounder sacramental theology that
sees the sacraments as personal encounters with Christ. Fur-
thermore, Catholic theology of the spiritual life is in real need
of a theology of sanctifying grace that can provide the per-
sonalist categories for a theology of prayer as interpersonal
relationship with God, that can address itself in a personalist
way to the problem of prayer and Christian activity, and that
can speak more coherently about the Person of the Holy
Spirit in the life of the Christian.

Modern attempts to express the doctrine of sanctifying grace
in terms of person rather than in terms of nature can be
traced back to the seventeenth century to Petau who felt
that, to be faithful to Scripture and to the Greek Fathers,
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theology had to admit and explain a special union between
the Christian and the Holy Spirit; this union he thought to
be properly with the Holy Spirit, who is “ the sanctifying form,
bestowing adoptive filiation by the communication of Him-
self.”* In the nineteenth century Scheeben in Germany and
de Regnon in France revised and elaborated Petau’s ideas
on the special role of the Holy Spirit.* In more recent years
there have been several works on the subject of the Christian’s
personal relation to each of the Indwelling Persons. In 1949
B. Lonergan treated the question.® In the 1950’s many
theological articles dealt with the specific question of the
Christian’s personal relations to each of the Indwelling Persons;
in particular, a three-cornered discussion took place among P.
De Letter, F. Bourassa, and M. Donnelly.* At the time of
this discussion W. Hill showed that the teaching of Thomas
Aquinas is that there are, at the level of habits and operations,
personal relations of the Christian to each of the Divine
Persons in the Indwelling.’

* Petau, Dogmata Theologica, de Trinitate, VIII, c. 6 (Vives III, 484B-485A).

2 M. J. Scheeben, The Mysteries of Christianity, tr. C. Vollert (St. Louis: 1946),
pp. 154-172; T. de Regnon, Etudes de théologie positive sur la Sainte Trinité,
3rd ser., vol. 2, étude 25, (Paris: 1892), esp. pp. 551-573. Other studies, a little
later, are J.-B. Terrien, La grice et la gloire (Paris: 1897), B. Froget, The
Indwelling of the Holy Spirit, tr. S. Raemers (Westmister: 1900), and P. Galtier,
L’inhabitation en nous des trois personnes (Paris: 1928); these three works all
agree in finding Petau, Scheeben, and de Regnon to exaggerate the role of the
Holy Spirit in the Divine Indwelling.

3 Divinarum Personarum (Rome: 1959), pp. 229-239; this outstanding work
was printed in Latin, ad usum auditorum, and is not as well known as it should be.

*Some of these articles may be singled out as of special importance: P.
Deletter, “ Sanctifying Grace and the Divine Indwelling,” Theological Studies,
14 (1958), pp. 242-272, and “ Grace, Incorporation, Inhabitation,” Theological
Studies, 19 (1958), pp. 1-31; F. Bourassa, “Role personnel des personnes et
relations distinctes aux personnes,” Sciences Ecclésiastiques, 7 (1955), pp. 61-85;
M. Donnelly, “ Inhabitation of the Holy Spirit,” Proceedings of the American
Catholic Theological Society, 3 (1949), pp. 39-77. For a thorough treatment of
this dicussion, see P. Chirico, The Divine Indwelling and Distinct Relations to the
Indwelling Persons in Modern Theological Discussion (Rome: 1960).

*W. Hill, Proper Relations to the Indwelling Divine Persons (Washington:
1955) ; Hill states that “. . . the justified soul is related to the Trinity as object
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Most recently there have been several efforts, notably by
K. Rahner, J. Alfaro, P. Fransen, and E. Baltazar, to move
beyond the scholastic problematic and to consider sanctifying
grace and the Divine Indwelling in more personalist categories.
Karl Rahner, in particular, has devoted several studies to the
problem of how, in the Divine Indwelling, the Christian is
related to the Divine Essence and to the Divine Persons. The
key notions in these studies are those of *‘ supernatural exis-
tential ” and “ quasi-formal causality.” Rahner finds that man
has, as the a priori condition of his knowing and willing,
a certain openness to an infinite and personal horizon.® This
existential structure of man’s historical nature (the super-
natural existential) is, in turn, the a priori condition—and obedi-
ential potency for—the gifts of grace and glory.” In the union
of sanctifying grace God, in a manner of speaking, informs
man’s nature; this “informing ” is brought about by God’s
efficient causality, but the “informing ” itself, which is sanc-
tifying grace, is more according to the mode of formal causality.
But since God, although acting somewhat as a formal cause,
remains unchanged, Rahner calls God’s activity one of quasi-
formal causality. Thus a hurdle has been cleared. Since the
causality in question is not efficient but quasi-formal, and so
not necessarily a causality exercised by the Divine Persons

and end, and here it is conformed and joined to each of the distinct Persons.”
(p. 116). Four other recent studies of the docirine of the Indwelling in the
writings of Thomas Aquinas are: Robertus a S. Teresia a Jesu Infante, De
inhabitatione Ss. Trinitatis (Rome: 1961); see also his De habitibus animam trinitati
asstmilantibus et unientibus (Rome: 1958); G. Leblond, Fids de Lumiére (Saint
Léger-Vauban: 1961); F. Cunningham, The Indwelling of the Trinity (Dubuque:
1955); and S. Dockx, Fils de Dieu par grdce (Paris: 1948). These five authors
(including Hill) arrive at differing conclusions. See J. Triitch, Ss. Trinitatis
inhabitatio apud theologos recentiores (Trent: 1949), for a review of the literature
up to 1948.

¢ See K. Rahner, Spirit in the World, tr. W. Dych (Montreal: 1968), especially
pp. 393-408.

7See K. Rahner, “ Concerning the Relationship between Nature and Grace,”
Theological Investigations, vol. I, tr. C. Emst (Baltimore: 1961), pp. 297-317;
“ Nature and Grace,” Theological Investigations, vol. IV, tr. K. Smyth (Baltimore:
1966), pp. 165-188.
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acting through the Divine Essence as such, nothing opposes
the consideration that each Person has a personal quasi-formal
causality in the union of grace. And so a basis is established
for a theology of personal relationships, on the part of the
Christian, with each of the Divine Persons.® This entire expla-
nation, while in some continuity with traditional scholastic
theology of grace, remains inadequate. The chief difficulty
is this: while showing that the Christian can have a personal
relationship with each Divine Person, it does not indicate the
kind of relationships, their nature and modality. To name a
relationship one of quasi-formal causality is simply to reformu-
late the question concerning that relationship’s modality rather
than to answer the question. In the end, any theology of
the Christian’s relations to the Divine Persons that relies on
nature and causality as the keys to explanation must be
rejected, not because it is necessarily erroneous but because the
very question is one of relationships not between natures but
between persons and because it is a question not of causality
of the union but of the union itself. This has been seen
clearly by some theologians. Juan Alfaro, Piet Fransen, and
Eulalio Baltazar have in common that they have stressed
the interpersonal relationships involved in the Divine Indwel-
ling by choosing to formulate the mystery in categories that
are more personalist and existential than the traditional
scholastic categories. This approach, however, remains inade-

8See K. Rahner, “ Some Implications of the Scholastic Concept of Uncreated
Grace,” Theological Investigations, vol. I, pp. 819-346, and especially pp. 343-46;
The Trinity, tr. J. Donceel (New York: 1970), pp. 34-38. For a critique of
Rahner’s ideas, see W. Hill, “ Uncreated Grace—a Critique of Karl Rahner,”
The Thomist, 27 (1963), 333-356.

®J. Alfaro, “Person and Grace,” Man Before God, ed. D. Burkhard et dl, tr.
D. Becker et al (New York: 1966), pp. 174-98; P. Fransen, The New Life of
Grace, tr. G. Dupont (Tournai: 1969), pp. 40-57; E. Baltazar, Teilhard and
the Supernatural (Baltimore: 1966), pp. 213-64. See also D. Burrell, “ Indwelling,
Presence and Dialogue,” Theological Studies, 22, (1961), 1-17; P. DeLetter, “ The
Theology of God’s Self-Gift,” Theological Studies, 24 (1963), 402-22; F. Bourassa,
“Présence intentionelle—présence réelle,” Sciences Ecclésiastiques, 12 (1960),
307-350, and “Le don de Dieu,” Gregorianum, 50 (1969), 201-37. An excellent
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quate to the extent that none of these three shows how a more
personalist theology of the Indwelling can be evolved from and
consistent with the familiar scholastic explanations. Baltazar,
in fact, sees almost no value in traditional theology of grace.'

Unfortunately, although there has been so much scholarship
directed to formulating the doctrine of sanctifying grace in
terms of interpersonal relationships between the Christian
and the Divine Persons,'* this scholarship appears to have
made little or no impact on contemporary theology as a whole.
One can only guess at the reason. It seems likely that there
has not been enough study that tries to bridge the gap between
scholastic theory of relations to the Divine Persons in sanc-
tifying grace and contemporary categories of person as in
process, growing through social interaction. What must be
somehow shown is not simply that the Christian is in relation
to each of the Divine Persons but that these relationships are
transforming, that they are at the root of Christian growth
and development. For this, a theological metaphysics of
relation is necessary but not sufficient.

The matter can be stated clearly. Traditional Catholic
theological categories of person and interpersonal relationship
are metaphysical and static; it is in these categories that
the Divine Indwelling has been understood. On the other hand,
contemporary understanding of person stresses the develop-
mental aspect of person; “ person” is not a static category
but a dynamic one. Further, personal growth is seen as a
function of participation in community; person and community

general consideration of the Divine Indwelling along the lines of spiritual theology
rather than dogmatic or systematic theology is the series of articles by T.
Dubay in Review for Religious, 26 (1967), 203-30, 441-60, 685-702, 910-38,
1094-1112, and 27 (1968), 223-42.

1°E. Baltazar, op. cit., pp. 43-73.

i1 The bibliographical references here do not exhaust the literature on the
subject. For a general treatment of the work of Petau, Scheeben, and de Regnon,
see H. Rondet, Essais sur la théologie de la grice (Paris: 1964), pp. 185-54. For
an overall consideration of different theories of the Divine Indwelling, the reader
is referred to C. Baumgartner, La grice du Christ (Tournai: 1963), 181-95; and
to R. Gleason, Grace (New York: 1962), pp. 128-71.
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are intrinsically related. This is the gap that must be bridged;
between the Divine Indwelling understood in static categories
and the contemporary view of person as in community and
in process. Furthermore, the bridge must be built. We cannot
simply start over, interpreting the biblical data in some new
person-process framework. It is unrealistic to ignore theological
tradition as though it did not exist, for it does exist and con-
temporary theology 1is its product. What must be done, then,
is this: the Divine Indwelling must be explained in terms of
personal relationships in keeping with theological tradition, and
this explanation must be shown to be open to an understanding
of person and personal relation that is dynamic and develop-
mental. This is the purpose of this article.

The method to be followed is this, The teaching of Thomas
Aquinas on personal relations in the Divine Indwelling will
be studied; this will be the major part of the article and will
be followed by a reflection which will use Pierre Teilhard de
Chardin’s ideas on person and community to sketch some
directions for a contemporary theology of the Indwelling.

Sanctifying grace and the Divine Indwelling.

Thomas Aquinas describes God’s causation of grace in the
soul by a simile: “ God is the cause of charity and grace in
the soul, both as regards their coming-to-be and their pres-
ervation, just as the sun is the cause of light in the air.”*?
What is caused is an objective union in which God is present
as attainable object of our operations of love and knowledge.*
In this union of sanctifying grace it is through the virtue
of charity that we are united to God as attainable object of
our operations,”* and it is through charity that we attain
God as object. The question arises, however: how are we
united through charity to God as attainable object? How does

12 De Carit., a. 13; cf. ibid., a. 14.

1% Summa Theol., I, q. 8, a. 8.

M IIT Sent., d. 28, q. 1, a. 5 ad 6. See Benedict Endres, O.P., The Contact of
Man with God, How Charity Loves God Immediately (River TForest: 1959).
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God dwell in us through charity as the attainable object of
our operations? It is not enough to say that God is united
to us as the eflicient principle of the whole union of sanctifying
grace. This immediate union to God as agent cause is common
to all creatures; everything that exists has God as the immedi-
ate cause of the whole and all the parts of its being.* But
God dwells in us in a spectal way, as attainable object of our
operations. God is united to us through the virtue of charity,
prior to any operation on our part, as attainable object; he
is united to us so that we can attain him in our operations.
But the question is: how is he united to us through the virtue
of charity? Before this question can be answered, we will have
to examine the relationship between sanctifying grace and the
Divine Indwelling, and we will have to consider the roles
of the Divine Persons in sanctifying grace.

Although God is everywhere, present to and in all things
as the cause of their existence, he is present to us in a special
way through sanctifying grace.’* In the gift of sanctifying
grace the three Divine Persons dwell in us, begin a new mode
of existence in us.”” According to this new way of being, God
is present as known in the knower and loved in the lover; God
is so present that we can attain him in our operations of love
and knowledge.*®* Since God begins to be in a way in which
he was not before, there is something created. God is not
created and his existence is not created; and his presence is
not created locally for he is omnipresent and present by
immensity. Therefore, it is the mode of God’s existence that
is created.*® Since God is immutable, his new mode of existence
is not a change in him but a created effect in us. This new

*® Summa Theol., I, q. 8, a. 3. Strictly speaking, of course, this is not a union;
a cause-effect relationship is not really a union.

18 Ibid.

17 Ibid., ad 4. Also, q. 43, a. 3, and ad 3; 4 ad 2; I Sent., d. 15, q. 5, a. 1; q. 2
ad 4.

8 Summa Theol., 1, q. 43, a. 3. Cf. q. 8, a. 3; q. 93, a. 4; I-I1, q. 110, a. 4; q.
114, a. 1.

**1 Sent., d. 15,q.1, a. 1 ad 1; d. 17, q. 1 a. 15 d. 30, q. 1, a. 8.
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mode of God’s existence is one of dwelling in us; it is the
Divine Indwelling. And, this new mode of God’s existence is
one of being united with us; it is the basis, the foundation, of
the union that is sanctifying grace. The Indwelling and sanc-
tifying grace are one created effect; they are the foundation of
the same union. The word “ Indwelling ” stresses God’s active
presence in the union; the Indwelling is the basis of the union
seen, as it were, from the side of God. The term “ sanctifying
grace ” stresses the fact that the basis of the union is a created
effect in us; sanctifying grace is the basis of the union seen
from the side of man.* Sanctifying grace is not only a mode
of God’s being; it is a new mode of being for us as well, a God-
like mode of being, a divinized being,* a supernatural exis-
tence*? Sanctifying grace and the Divine Indwelling are, then.
one and the same reality, the basis of a union of us to God.
We must, of course, consider both aspects, the aspect of “ cre-
ated effect ” and the aspect of “ Indwelling.”** But these are
only two aspects of one created basis of the union.

Sanctifying grace is the foundation of a union of God with
us; it is a participation in the Divine Life. Since our nature
participates in God’s Life and since we are ordered directly
to God through our operations, we should expect our immanent
operations to participate according to their modes in the
Trinitarian life. If we participate in the Trinitarian life at
the core of our being, then we should participate in this life in
the habits and acts of our faculties. Futhermore, just as
sanctifying grace is the basis of a union with God and not
a result of the union, so our relations to the Indwelling Persons

20 The distinction between sanctifying grace and the Divine Indwelling is not
the same distinction that exists between created grace and Uncreated Grace;
obviously, the latter is a real distinction. Sanctifying grace and the Indwelling
are both created grace. The word “ created,” of course, is used in an improper
sense here, since grace is not a subsistent thing created out of nothing; it is
a perfection educed from a potency. See John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus,
Vol. 4 (ed Solesmes), disp. 38. 38, a. 3, par. 5-8 (pp. 412-413).

2LIT Sent., d. 26, q. 1, a. 3; a. 4 ad 2, et 3; a. 5ad 1; a. 6 et ad 3 et 4.

22 De Verit., q. 27, a. 3.

2% Summa Theol.,, I, q. 43, a. 6.
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should have sanctifying grace (or at least charity) as their
basis of foundation. It is in the union of sanctifying grace
that we participate in the Divine Life, and it is in this union
and this participation that our relations to the Persons will
be found. Lastly, these relations should be found to be con-
sonant with God’s part in the union: as cause of the union
and as attainable object, through charity, of our operations.*
The invisible missions.

St. Thomas’s teaching on the divine missions of the Word
and the Holy Spirit is contained in a highly synthesized form
in the Summa Theologiae. We will begin our analysis of the
invisible missions by relying chiefly on the Summa, where what
is common to the two invisible missions is more apparent than
their differences. Later we will refer to the Commentary on
the Sentences, where the invisible missions are treated less
synthetically but with more detail, so that we may consider
more thoroughly the precise differences between the invisible
mission of the Word and that of the Holy Spirit.

Before we study the invisible missions we should make a
comment on the incomplete presentation of the invisible mis-
sions in the Summa Theologiae.* The problem is: why is this
presentation incomplete? In question 43 of the Prima Pars,
“ Concerning the Mission of the Divine Persons,” there are
eight articles. The possibility and general nature of mission
are treated in articles one, two, and eight; invisible mission
and grace are treated in the third and sixth articles; the fourth
considers whether or not the Father can be sent. The fifth
article takes up the question of the invisible mission of the
Son. The visible mission of the Son, the Incarnation, is not

2 The formal object of the Indwelling, of sanctifying grace, is that God is
attainable object of our knowledge and love. See Francis L. B. Cunningham,
The Indwelling of the Trinity.

28 Cunningham, op. cit, holds that Thomas teaches an identical doctrine on
the Indwelling in the Commentary on the Sentences and the Summa. For a
more nuanced view, see W. Hill, Proper Relations to the Indwelling Divine
Persons, pp. 41-43.
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specifically considered because of the extensive consideration
of the Incarnation in the Tertia Pars. The seventh article takes
up the question of the visible mission of the Holy Spirit in
the form of a dove. But, and this is the point, the invisible
mission of the Holy Spirit is never considered as such; there
is no article on the Holy Spirit’s invisible mission. Why not?
Why did St. Thomas in his treatment of the missions of the
Divine Persons leave out a specific consideration of what is
certainly a major question as well as a difficult one, the invisible
mission of the Holy Spirit? We do not know, of course, and
can only speculate. One reason may have been that he thought
it too difficult for his students. The Summa Theologiae is
a kind of textbook for theology students, not intended to
be the ultimate word on all theological problems. The
exact nature of the Holy Spirit’s Invisible mission is a
difficult question, especially as regards the connection between
the mission and charity. Furthermore, the opinion of Peter
Lombard was prevalent at the time, that the Holy Spirit
is directly united with our will, and this without any habit
or disposition of the will to act as a formal medium of the
union. St. Thomas may have thought that to explain the
direct connection between charity and the Holy Spirit, as
he does in the Commentary on the Sentences, would have
confused the students. It is also possible that St. Thomas
intended to consider the problem later in the Summa in the
context of the Beatific Vision. In this way, he would have been
able, had he lived to complete the Summa, to explain the
relationship of the “light of glory ” with the Word and—at
the same time—to explain the analogous relationship of
charity to the Holy Spirit. Finally, there is the possibility
that Thomas’s thought on the precise nature of the Holy
Spirit’s mission had changed, developed since his Commentary
on the Sentences, although there is no indication of this; in
this case, his thought might have been not yet adequately
formulated for him to present it in the Summa. This last
possibility, however, does not seem at all likely, particularly
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in view of the fact that Capreolus, the earliest commentator
on St. Thomas’s Commentary on the Sentences, does not
hesitate to use the doctrine of “ Concerning the Mission of
the Divine Persons ” of the Prima Pars in his commentary
on similar texts in Thomas’s Commentary on the Sentences.*®

Thomas states that the whole Trinity dwells in us in sanc-
tifying grace; but, he points out, it is only the Word and the
Holy Spirit who have invisible missions to our soul.?” In the
gift of sanctifying grace, the Word and the Holy Spirit are
sent to us, dwell in us, are possessed by us.*®* They can have
missions because, on the one hand, they proceed from an
origin and, on the other hand, they can have a new way of
existing in the person to whom they are sent.*® However,
although a mission is temporal and the Divine Person begins
a new way of being in us, it is not the Divine Person that
changes; the change is in us.?* The notion of mission, then,
includes the eternal procession of the Divine Person and
adds the notion of temporal effect in us.®* Since the Father
does not have an origin he cannot be sent; he cannot have
a mission; > but the Father communicates himself to us in
sanctifying grace and dwells in us as do the Word and the
Holy Spirit.®

It is clear that St. Thomas does not consider the invisible
missions to our soul as simply appropriated to the Word and
the Holy Spirit but that he considers them as belonging
personally and properly to the Persons. The Word and the
Holy Spirit come to us in a properly personal way; through
sanctifying grace we are perfected not only in that we can use

28 Capreolus, I. Sententiarum, d. 14, q. 1, solutiones ad argumenta contra
quartam conclusionem.

2" Summa Theol., I, q. 48, a. 4 cf. I Sent., d. 15, q. 2.

28 Summa Theol., ibid., 3c and ad 3.

2 Ibid., a. 1. Cf. I Sent., d. 15, q. 1, a. 1.

30Cf. I Sent., d. 15,q. 1, a. 1 ad 1.

3 Summa Theol., I q. 43, a. 2 ad 8. Cf. corpus of the article. Also, I Sent.,
d. 14, q. 1, a. 1 ad 2, ad 3, ad 4, ad 5, and a. 2.

32 Summa Theol., I, q. 43, a. 4.

33 Ibid., ad 2.
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grace itself, but we are also so perfected and disposed by sanc-
tifying grace that we can possess and enjoy the Divine Person
himself.** The missions of the Word and the Holy Spirit can-
not be distinguished in the root of sanctifying grace, in the
essence of the soul; but they can somehow be distinguished
in the faculties of our elevated nature, in the illumination of
the intellect and in the warmth of the will.*

It would seem, then, that the fact that the causation of
of sanctifying grace is an operation outside the Trinity and so
common to all three Persons *¢ does not preclude a distinection
of the Persons within the union of sanctifying grace. For
just as the visible mission of the Word, the Incarnation, is
caused by the whole Trinity since it is an operation outside
the Trinity, so sanctifying grace is caused by the whole Trinity.
But just as it is the Word who has the visible mission and
who is incarnate, just as the Word can be distinguished in the
effect which is the Incarnation, so can the Word and the Holy
Spirit in their invisible missions be somehow distinguished in
the effect which is sanctifying grace. The Persons cannot be
distinguished in the causation of our participation in the divine
life any more than the Persons can be distinguished in the
causation of the hypostatic union. But they can be distin-
guished in the results of the external work of the Trinity in
both cases.*”

The divine life in which we participate is the life of the
Trinity. In the Trinitarian life there are two processions, that
of the Word and that of the Holy Spirit.*® In the life of the
Trinity, as in our own rational life,

there are two processions, one in the manner of the intellect, which
is the procession of the Word; the other in the manner of the

3¢ Ibid., a. 3 ad 1. Cf. ad 2.

% Ibid., a. 5 ad 3.

20 Ibid., I, q. 23, a. 2. Cf. 1, q. 43, a. 8; I Sent., d. 15, q. 2 ad 4; d. 30, q.
1, a. 2.

37 See John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus (ed. Solesmes), vol. 4, disp. 37,
a. 2, par. 5-15 (pp. 854-7).

*8 Summa Theol., I, q. 27, a. 5. Cf. q. 37, a. 1.
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will, which is the procession of love. . .. Thus, when something
understands and loves itself it is in itself not only by identity
but also as known in the knower and loved in the lover. ... By
love here is meant proceeding love.®®

In the life of the Trinity, then, God is present to himself not
only by identity but as known in the knower, and this is
according to the Word. Further, God is present to himself as
loved in the lover, and this is according to Proceeding Love,
the Holy Spirit. We can apply this to the life of the Trinity
as shared by us.

There is one common way in which God is in all things by his
essence, power, and presence, as cause in effects participating in
his goodness. Above this common mode, however, is a special
mode which suits a rational creature in which God is said to be
known in the knower and loved in the lover. And because by
knowing and loving the rational creature attains to God himself
by his operations, according to this special mode God is not only
said to be in the rational creature but also to dwell in it as in his
temple. Therefore no other effect can be the reason that a Divine
Person is in a new way in a rational creature except grace. Whence
it is said that it is only according to grace that a Divine Person
is sent and proceeds temporally.*

In the Indwelling God is present as known in the knower
somehow according to the Word and present as loved in the
lover somehow according to the Holy Spirit. The invisible
missions of the Word and the Holy Spirit are distinguished
according to the intellect and the will or, rather, according
to the illumination of the intellect and the warmth of the will.**
The mission of the Word is attained in the highest gift of
the intellect, ** the gift of wisdom; the mission of the Holy
Spirit is attained in charity, which perfects the will.** Thus
the two missions can be distinguished according to the gifts
of wisdom and charity. God is present to us as known in the

* Ibid., q. 87. 1.

4 Ibid., q. 48, a. 8. Cf. q. 8, a. 8.

“Ibid., q. 43, a. 5 ad 8. Cf. I sent, d. 15, q. 4, a. 2 ad 5.

** Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 68, a. 7.
Ibid, 1. q. 48, a. 5 ad 2.
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knower, and this presence is according to the mission of the
Word; and the presence of God in us as loved in the lover is
according to the mission of the Holy Spirit. For we are so
joined to God by grace that we become participators of the
Divine Word and of Proceeding Love so that we are able “ to
freely know God and to rightly love him.” **

We have seen that the invisible missions are temporal pro-
cessions, that is, they are the eternal processions beginning
to be in a new way with respect to us. In the Indwelling, we
participate in the divine processions, and this is precisely the
note of temporality that is added to these processions: that
they are participated in by us. The participation in an eternal
procession is not an effect of a personal causality of a Divine
Person, for the causation of effects outside the Trinity 1s
common to the three Persons. Our temporal participation in
the eternal processions is the result of an external work of the

“Ibid., q. 38, a. 1. The virtue of charity is a participation in Uncreated
Charity, in the Holy Spirit, and the gift of wisdom is a participation in the
Divine Word. (II-I, q. 28, a. 3 ad 3) Cf. I-II, q. 110, a. 4; II-1I, q. 24, a. 2;
ILI0, q. 24, a. 7; II-11, q. 45, a. 6. Although St. Thomas comparatively often
describes the virtue of charity as a participation in the Holy Spirit, he says
only rarely, and with a certain reserve, that the gift of wisdom is a participation
in the Word. The word * participation,” as used by St. Thomas, is an analogous
term. As will be shown later, our participation in the Holy Spirit is not of
the same order as our participation in the Word. Our participation in the Holy
Spirit, created charity, is a real foundation of union with the Holy Spirit; but
our participation in the Word, wisdom, is simply a similitude to the Word, a
participation by exemplarity. It would seem that St. Thomas feared that the
word “ participation,” as used to describe the gift of wisdom in reference to the
Word, might be taken in too strong a sense, as implying something much more
than exemplarity (cf. II-II, q. 23, a. 2 ad 1). And since our participation in
the Word is only by exemplarity, St. Thomas rarely calls wisdom a participation
in the Word; when he does, he is careful to point out that wisdom is simply
a similitude to the Word (cf. II-II, q. 45, a. 6, supra). * Participation” is
usually taken today to signify some kind of exemplarity. For this reason, and
since it is an analogous term, it is used in this article with more liberty, in
reference to the role of the Divine Word in sanctifying grace, than it was by
St. Thomas in the same context. For a discussion of St. Thomas’s use of
*“ participation,” cf. John S. Dunne, C. S. C., Participation in the Theology of
Saint Thomas, Notre Dame, 1958.
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Trinity: the causation of the union of sanctifying grace.** The
result of the causation, the effect, is the created union of grace,
by which we—at the level of the essence of our soul—par-
ticipate in the Divine Essence and by which—in the habits
and acts of the powers of our soul—we participate in the
processions of the Trinitarian Life, the processions of the Word
and the Holy Spirit.*

The invisible missions and the place of charity in our union
with God.

It is clear from the teaching of the Summa Theologiae that
our participations in the Word and the Holy Spirit are par-
ticipations of exemplarity. Through wisdom and charity we
are made similar to the Word and to the Holy Spirit.*” This
1s also clear from the Commentary on the Sentences.*® But,
since by an invisible mission a Divine Person comes to us so
that he is possessed by us, it would seem that some other
more direct kind of participation is involved.* As will be
shown, this more direct kind of participation is through charity.
This is not stated clearly in the Summa; the synthetic method
of the Summa stresses what is common in our participations
of the Word and the Holy Spirit, exemplarity; details and
differences are often left aside. It is true that the Summa
states that created charity is a participation in Uncreated
Charity and that the Holy Spirit is given in the gift of
charity.”® There are indications that charity is more than
simply appropriated to the Holy Spirit; for example, the virtue
of charity is in us “through the infusion of the Holy Spirit
who is the Love of the Father and the Son and whose par-

% Ibid., I, q. 43, a. 8. Cf. III, q. 23, a. 2.

48 Ibid., I-11, q. 110, a. 8 and 4; 111, q. 62, a. 1; I, q. 483, a. 8; q. 8, a. 3; I-II,
q. 68, a. 7.

TIbid., I, q. 48, a. 5 ad 2.

8T Sent., d. 15, q. 4, a. 1 and a. 2.

*® Summa Theol., I, q. 43, a. 8, corpus and ad 3; ad 1. See F. Bourassa, “ Role
personnel des Personnes et relations distinctes aux Personnes,” loc. cit., pp. 151-152.

5 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 23, a. 3 ad 3, 24. 6 and 7; I q. 43, a. 3 ad 2.



THE TRINITARIAN INDWELLING 385

ticipation in us is created charity itself.” ** Although it is not
denied in the Summa that charity is more than simply an
exemplary participation in the Holy Spirit and although this
seems to be implied, it is not immediately evident. In the
Commentary on the Sentences, however, where synthesis is
somewhat sacrificed to clarity and detail, it is clear that our
participation in the Holy Spirit is more than merely exemplary.
Regarding the invisible missions, there is no doctrinal difference
between the Summa Theologiae and the Commentary on the
Sentences, nor even a difference of perspective. It is true that
the Commentary is an earlier work and lacks the authority
of the Summa. But the teaching on the invisible missions in
the Commentary is fuller and in some respects clearer. For
this reason, most of the references in this section will be to
the Commentary on the Sentences.

Although the Word and the Holy Spirit have in common
that each has an invisible mission to the soul and that each
begins to be in a new way in the soul, they differ in the way
that each is present. Each is present according to the mode
of his procession. The mode of the Holy Spirit’s procession is
different from the mode of the Word’s procession; the Holy
Spirit proceeds as Love, and the Word as Word. This difference
in the modalities of the two eternal processions has a double con-
sequence with regard to the temporal termination of these
processions in us in the invisible missions. In the first place,
the proper mode of the Holy Spirit’s presence is through the
gift of charity, and the proper mode by which the Word is
present in us is by the gift of wisdom.”> In the second place,
the two eternal processions terminate temporally in us in
different ways, according to the proper mode of each procession.
This difference between the ways that each Person comes to us
in his invisible mission depends on the difference between the
eternal processions; but it is a difference more profound than
simply the fact that wisdom is a similitude to the Word and

51 Ibid., 1I-I1, q. 24, a. 2.
52 ] Sent. d. 15, q. 4, a. 1 and 2.



386 ROBERT L. FARICY

charity is a similitude to the Holy Spirit. The procession
of the Holy Spirit implies a respect not only to the principle-
from-whom of his procession, the Father and the Word, but
also a respect to the term-in-whom of procession. The term-
in-whom of the Holy Spirit’s procession is the Father and the
Word; but the procession can also, in a temporal procession
of the Holy Spirit, terminate in a temporal term as in a term-
in-whom.*®* So the Holy Spirit, in his invisible mission, is in
reference to us not only as exemplar to model; he is also in
reference to us as to a term-in-whom. The Word, however,
proceeds by generation; and generation implies a respect only
to the principle-from-whom of generation, which is the Father
according to the Word’s Divine Nature and his mother accord-
ing to his human nature.* In his visible mission, then, the
Word proceeds by generation from his mother as from the
principle-from-whom of his humanity. But the Word in his
invisible mission does not proceed from us as from a principle-
from-whom; rather, he is present as exemplar to model.*®
When the Holy Spirit comes to a person in his invisible
mission, he comes to and is related to that person as to a term-
in-whom; but what is the relation of the person, the object
of the invisible mission, to the Holy Spirit? We are sanctified
formally by the virtue of charity, our similitude to the Holy
Spirit, and we are truly sanctified because through the virtue
of charity the Holy Spirit himself is joined to us.’* With the
gift of charity, the Holy Spirit is given to us so that, through
our similitude to him, he dwells in us; we are not only made
similar to the Holy Spirit but we are also joined to him
through a change in us, created charity, which is the basis of
a relation to him.”” Qur relation to the Holy Spirit unites us

58 Ibid., d. 14, q. 1, a. 1 ad 1.

5% Ibid.

5% Ibid., d. 15, q. 4, a. 1 ad 2. As will be clear later on, the Word is united
to us as term of union, but through the Holy Spirit, and not by reason of the
Word’s own proper Personality.

58 Ibid., d. 18, Expositio Textus.

57 Ibid., d. 14, q. 2, a. 1, s0l. 1 and ad 1; cf. d. 15, q. 1, a. 1 ad 1.

We cannot have a relation to God except insofar as God is a principle with



THE TRINITARIAN INDWELLING 387

respect to us. (d. 18, q. 1, a. 5). However, we can be related to God in two
ways: either to God as principle or cause (that is, where there is a habitude of
God to us as principle to what is caused or originated), or to God as term. (d.
30, q. 1, a. 2). We are related to God as cause as to an efficient cause, to a
final cause, and to a formal exemplary cause (although God is never a formal
cause in the sense of an inhering form). (d. 18, q. 1, a. 5) But we can also be
related to God as to a term. (d. 30, q. 1, a. 2) Any relation to God as cause
is to the whole Trinity. So we are properly related to the whole Trinity as
to the cause of charity. “But if we consider the relation of a creature to its
Creator as to a term, it is possible that this relation of the creature be to
something essential or to something personal.” (Ibid.) Words like “sent” and
“ Incarnation ” imply a relation to God as to a cause and a relation to God as
to a term. (Ibid., ad 3). A creature can be related to God as to a term
in three ways: “If we consider the relation of a creature to the Creator as
to a term, it is possible that such a relation of a creature be to some-
thing essential or to something personal. This can happen in three ways.
Either according to operation, as someone can understand or name God or father-
hood. Or (secondly) according to exemplarity, as in the creation of things
there is a termination in a similitude of the essential attributes, and in the infusion
of charity there is a termination in a similitude of the personal procession of the
Holy Spirit. Or (thirdly) there is termination according to existence, and this
mode is unique in the Incarnation through which the human nature is assumed
to the being and to the unity of the Divine Person, not however to the unity of
the Divine Nature.” (d. 80, q. 1, a. 2). The above text considers relations to
God as to a term, either relations to the Divine Essence or proper relations to
a Divine Person. These relations can exist by reason of: (1) the natural
operation of our faculties, as when we say or understand “God” (and this is
a relation to the Divine Essence), and as when we say or understand “ Divine
Fatherhood ” (and this is a proper relation to the Father). (2) according to
exemplarity. In creation there is a relation of the thing created to the essential
attributes of God, of the Divine Essence, for the created thing somehow mirrors
God’s essential attributes (and this, then, is a relation to something essential
in God, to the Divine Essence). Notice that creation itself terminates in some
similitude to the Divine Attributes, and this similitude is the foundation of a
real relation to the Divine Essence as to a term. Analogously, the infusion of
charity terminates in infused charity which is a similitude of the procession of
the Holy Spirit. And this similitude of the Holy Spirit (charity) is the basis
or foundation, the fundamentum, of a real and proper relation to the Holy
Spirit. (8) termination according to esse in the unique case of the Incarnation,
in which the human nature is united according to esse to the Person of the
Son. The Incarnation, then, is referred to the Trinity as to the principle causing
the Incarnation. But it is referred to the Word as to a term of union because
it is the Word who is incarnate. In a somewhat analogous way, when we receive
the Holy Spirit there is a real relation which is in us and which is referred to
the whole Trinity as to a cause and to the Holy Spirit as to a term through
a similitude to him. (I Sent., d. 30, Expositio Textus.) Any word that signifies a union
with God, whether the Word is “ Incarnation,” “ Indwelling,” or * Beatific Vision,”
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through the virtue of charity to the Holy Spirit himself.”®* The
virtue of charity is the basis of our union with the Holy Spirit,
a union created by the Trinity acting through the Divine
Essence. Charity, then, is precisely the uniting bond in our
union with the Holy Spirit. This bond of union is itself the
Holy Spirit’s image in us. The Holy Spirit is the exemplar
of the virtue of charity; and he is also a term of the habitual
union of charity, united to us as to the other term of the
union.®®

There is certain ambiguity in the word “term.” A term
can be a term-from-whom or a term-in-whom. The Holy
Spirit in his invisible mission is to us as to a term-in-whom;
that is, he is sent to us. This relation of the Holy Spirit to us
as to a term-in-whom is, of course, a relation of reason in
the Holy Spirit. When we say that a relation is “in” some-
thing or someone, we mean that the foundation or basis of
the relation is in that thing or person. Obviously, the basis
of the Holy Spirit’s relation to us in not to be found in him,
it is a created effect in us. Since there can be no change in
a Divine Person, there can be no real relation in a Divine
Person. If the relation of the Holy Spirit to us as to a term
Is a relation of reason, what is the real relation that is involved
here? It is our relation to the Holy Spirit; since the foundation
of the relation, the created effect, is in us, the real relation is
sald to be in us. Our relation to the Holy Spirit seems to
be a real relation as to a term-in-whom. St. Thomas never
says expressly that the Holy Spirit is a term-in-whom, although
he does say that we are related to the Holy Spirit as to a term.

necessarily implies a unitive relation between the two terms of the union, from
the very notion of union. An explanation of our union with God should not
only explain how the union is caused but also how the terms of the union are
united. For this reason, any explanation of our union with God that does not
consider God as the term of our union with him, any explanation that relies
only on divine causality, whether efficient, final or exemplary, is incomplete.

58 Ibid., d. 14, q. 2, a. 1, sol. 1 ad 2.

5 Ibid., d. 30, Expositio Textus: “. . . in creatura est relatio realis . . . ad
Spiritum Sanctum ut ad terminum per modum exemplaritatis.” Cf. d. 15, q. 4,
a. 1 ad 2.
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For example, “. . . in the creature is a real relation . . . to the
Holy Spirit as to a term through a mode of exemplarity. ...” *®
However, Thomas does say that the Holy Spirit is given to us
in such a way that we have and possess him in a new way.*
This seems to indicate that we are related to the Holy Spirit
as to a term-in-whom. In our union with the Holy Spirit, then,
there is a:

(1) relation of reason of the Holy Spirit to us as to a term-in-
whom of his invisible mission, and a

(2) real relation of us to the Holy Spirit as to a term-in-whom.

For purposes of clarity, we can compare our union with the
Holy Spirit with the Incarnation. In the visible mission of the
Word, the Word is to Mary as to a term-from-whom; that
is, he proceeds from Mary as from his mother according to
his human nature. This relation is simply the relation of Christ
to his mother; it is a relation of filiation. Since filiation is a
property of the person and since a Divine Person cannot
have a real relation to a creature, the relation of the Word
to Mary as to a term-from-whom is a relation of reason.®> The
real relation involved here is the relation of Mary to Christ as
to a term-in-whom of motherhood; that is, Mary is the mother
of Christ. In the visible mission of the Word there is:

(1) a relation of reason (of filiation) of the Word to Mary as
to a term-from-whom, and

(2) a real relation of Mary (as Mother of God) to the Word as
to a term-in-whom,

The Holy Spirit, then, is the term of the habitual union of
charity. And so, just as the Holy Spirit according to his proper
Personality unites the Father and the Word insofar as he is

their Love, so does the Holy Spirit properly connect us to
God.*

® Ibid.

** Summa Theol., I, q. 8, a. 3 ad 4; I Sent., d. 15, q. 5, a. 1 and q. 2 ad 4.

%2 Summa Theol., III, q. 35, a. 5.

¢ I Sent., d. 82, q. 1, a. 3: “ Utrum Pater et Filius diligant nos Spiritu sancto.”
The first objection is that this cannot be said, because God’s love of us con-
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So it is clear that for St. Thomas, insofar as charity unites
us to the Holy Spirit, it is proper to the Holy Spirit and
not appropriated. That is, charity relates us properly to the
Holy Spirit and not simply to the Divine Essence as appropri-
ated to the Holy Spirit. A common objection is that, if we
are related to the Holy Spirit as to a term of union, then the
Holy Spirit must exercise some kind of causality on us; but
all causality of God is proper to the whole Trinity, and so
we cannot be related properly to the Holy Spirit. The answer
is that a term is not a cause,* that the Holy Spirit as a term
of union does not exercise a causality; he is simply a term.®
Another common objection is that, if our wills terminated in
the Holy Spirit, there would be a hypostatic union of our
wills with the Holy Spirit; therefore, it cannot be true that the
Holy Spirit somehow assumes our wills as the Word assumed
a human nature because we would all be, at the level of our
wills, incarnations of the Holy Spirit. This objection is valid
insofar as it is against the teaching of Peter Lombard and not
against the teaching of St. Thomas. St. Thomas makes some-
what the same objection against Lombard.®®

notes an effect in us, and a divinely caused effect in us is in reference to
the Divine Essence, and not to a distinet Person. St. Thomas says: “ Contra
est quod dicitur Joan. 27, 22: Ut sint uwnum in nobis, sicut et mos unum
sumus. Non enim loquitur ibi de unitate consonantiae, vel amoris, quod est
Spiritus sanctus.” He specifically answers the objection: “Ad primum igitur
dicendum, quod sicut dictum est, utroque modo potest sumi. Si enim sumatur
essentialiter, nihil sequitur inconviens; quia Spiritus sanctus non designabit
principium diligentium, sed dilectorum. Unde tunc designabitur habitudo ablativi
substantive in ipso ablative, ut dicit Praepositivus. Si autem sumatur notionaliter,
nominativus poterit connotare effectum iIn creatura per modum habitudinis ad
terminum, sicut supra dictum est” (d. 30, a. 2); d. 81, q. 3, a. 1: *Ita etiam
nexus convenit Spiritui sancto ex modo suae processionis, inquantum est amor
Patris et Filii, quo uniuntur, et etiam est connectens nos Deo, inquantum est
donum.”

8 Summa Theol., 1, q. 83, a. 1 ad 2. Cf. I Sent.,, d. 32, q. 1, a. 3.

% The Holy Spirit is not, then, present in our union with him as what is
sometimes called a quasi-formal cause. He is not present in the union as any
kind of a cause; he is simply the term of the unmion.

%] Sent, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1; ¢f. 1, d. 17, q. 2, a. 1.
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They say that, just as it is only the Son who united to himself
a human nature although there be an operation of the whole
Trinity there, so the Holy Spirit unites himself to the will although
there be an operation of the whole Trinity there.®”

But, St. Thomas continues, this argument cannot stand. The
will is not assumed in a union with the supposit of the Spirit
so that the will and the Holy Spirit have one common act.
When our will acts, it is our act; actions are of the person.*®

Whence it cannot be understood that there should be a perfect
operation of the will through which it be united to the Holy
Spirit unless there is a habit there perfecting the operative potency.
Nor can there be a similitude of the act of the will to the Holy
Spirit unless there be in the soul a similitude to the Holy Spirit
through some form.®®

We are not united with the Holy Spirit in a subjective union,
in a union in which the terms are united in one subject, in
one person, The Incarnation is an example of such a union.
In our union with the Holy Spirit the two terms of the union, we
and the Holy Spirit, maintain their proper personhoods; it is a
union of two persons. The Holy Spirit is not in reference to us as
though we were generated with him in a union in which he
would somehow “assume” us. The Holy Spirit unites us
to himself as a person to a Person. He is habitually united
to us but distinct from us. The Holy Spirit does not assume
our nature; he is related to us through the virtue of charity
in an habitual union of his Person with us. Our union with the
Holy Spirit is not a hypostatic union of two natures in one
Person but a love union of two persons through the virtue of
charity as a formal medium of the union.

It is true that the whole Trinity is the cause of the habit
of charity; ™ the causation of charity is proper to the Trinity
and appropriated to the Holy Spirit because it is a similitude
to him.”* But what is caused is a bond of union, the habit of

%7 Ibid. 8 Ibid. 8 Ibid. 7 Ibid.
" Ibid., d. 31, q. 2, a. 1 ad 1.
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charity, through which the Holy Spirit dwells in us.” Charity’s
causation is proper to the Trinity and appropriated to the Holy
Spirit; but as relating us to the Holy Spirit, charity is proper
to him.”* We can call our participation in the Holy Spirit
a direct participation. We possess the Holy Spirit as the term
of our union with him through the virtue of charity and we
are made similar to him.

In the union of sanctifying grace God is present to us as
attainable object of our operations. God is present as attain-
able object precisely because, at least logically prior to any
operation on our part, we are united to God as to the cause
of the elevation of our nature and to the Holy Spirit through
the virtue of charity as to a term of union. Because God causes
us to be habitually and immediately united through charity to
his Essence as it exists in the Person of the Holy Spirit, we
can attain God in our operations as he is in his Divine Essence.
It should be noted that, although the virtue of charity unites
us to the Holy Spirit as to a personal term of union, it orders
us to the attainment of God in our operations as he is in his
Essence, not only as he is in the Holy Spirit. For God is
attained in our operations as our end, as our final cause to
be possessed in beatitude.”* Any causality of God, including
final causality, is proper to the whole Trinity as operating
through the Divine Essence. It is through the created effect,
the virtue of charity, that we are properly related to the
Holy Spirit; but this virtue orders us to the Divine Essence
as possessed in common by the three Divine Persons as to
our end; and the operation of the virtue, the act of charity,
unites us immediately to the Divine Essence as common to
the whole Trinity.”> Charity, then, orders us through our

Ibid., d. 15, q. 3, a. 1. 1, d. 17, q. 1, a. 1: “Oportet igitur aliquem habitum
charitatis creatum esse in anima, secundum quem Spiritus sanctus ipsam inhabitare
dicitur.”

CE. ibid, d. 82, q. 1, a. 8; 1, d. 31, q. 2, a. 1 ad 5; Summa Thed., 1, q.
38, a. 2 ad 4.

" Summa Theol., II-II, q. 27, a. 5 ad 3; IT-1I, q. 26, a. 1.

"I Sent., d. 81, q. 2, a. 1 ad 5.
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operations to the Divine Essence as to our end, as to the
principle of our beatitude.” And charity relates us properly
to the Holy Spirit as sent to us, as given to us, as Gift.,””
Because the Holy Spirit is sent to us as Gift, we can attain
God in our operations as the principle of our beatitude. Because
the Holy Spirit is given to us, we can give ourselves effectively
to God.”™ “ Charity signifies not only love of God but also
friendship with him, which adds to love a mutual giving of
love for love with a certain mutual sharing.” *®

Is our participation in the Divine Word more than a par-
ticipation of exemplarity; do we participate objectively in the
Word? No, we participate in the Word only by exemplarity.
The Word proceeds by generation, and generation implies a
respect only to the principle-from-whom of generation, to the
Principle from whom the Word proceeds in his eternal genera-
tion and in his invisible mission.** The proper Personality of
the Word is to be the Generated, the Son or Word; the Word
by reason of his proper Personality proceeds from a principle
but not to a term. The Word in virtue of his own Personality
is in reference to us as exemplar but not as personal term of
union as is the Holy Spirit; exemplarity, however, is sufficient
to fulfill the idea of the invisible mission of the Word.*
Although charity is a similitude of the Holy Spirit and wisdom
is a similitude of the Word, whereas the virtue of charity
unites us directly to the Holy Spirit, the gift of wisdom does
not unite us directly to the Word.*?? Although charity is a

"® Summa Theol., II-1I, q. 26, a. 1. Cf. I-I1, q. 65, a. 5 ad 1.

""Ibid., I, q. 38, a. 2 ad 4.

IV Cont. Gent., c. 21.

" Summa Theol., I-II, q. 65, a. 5. Cf. IV Cont. Gent., cc. 21 and 22,

8] Sent., d. 14, q. 1, a. 1 ad 1.

8t Ibid., d. 15, q. 4, a. 1 ad 2.

82 Some theologians present as being the doctrine of St. Thomas that the
loving knowledge of wisdom that we have in sanctifying grace does terminate
immediately in the Word. See, for example, S. Dockx, Fils de Diew par grdce, pp.
112-118. The theory of Dockx has been more fully developed by F. Bourassa:
“. . .le Verbe et ’Esprit nous sont communiqués par le Pére comme termes de
nos opérations surnaturelles, comme ce par quoi et en quoi Dieu devient objet
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direct participation in the Holy Spirit, wisdom is a partici-
pation only by exemplarity and so an indirect participation
in the Word. The gift of wisdom, then, is only appropriated
to the Word.*® Furthermore, the gift of wisdom presupposes
charity,® for wisdom is caused by charity.®® That is, our
likeness to the Word, our participation in the Word, is caused
by our direct participation in the Holy Spirit.®¢ It is because
wisdom, by which we are made similar to the Natural Son,
is caused by our similitude to the Holy Spirit that the Holy
Spirit is called the “ Spirit of adoption.” * And it is because
charity informs wisdom that the gift of wisdom is said to be
a gift of the Holy Spirit.*®

It pertains to the gift of wisdom that we know God through
an inclination of the will to God, through a connaturality that
comes from the union of our will, in its act of charity, with
God as object. We attain God in our intellectual operation
by a kind of loving knowledge, as immediate object of our
love, and so, in a less immediate way, as object of our intel-
lect.®® Knowledge according to the gift of wisdom is an incho-
ation of the perfect vision of beatitude in which we will not

de notre connaisance et de notre amour.” (“Présence de Dieu et union aux
divines Personnes, “ Sciences Ecclésiastiques, 6, 1954, p. 21.) “Dans le cas de
I’ame sanctifiée (méme ’ame du Christ), la Personne divine selon sa propriété
personelle est unie immédiatement & la faculté créée, mais du céte de lobjet,
comme terme de son opération surnaturelle, et non pas du coté du principe.”
(“ Réole personnel des Personnes, et relations distinctes aux Personnes,” Ibid.,
7, 1955, p. 168.) The theory of Dockx and Bourassa is unacceptable both as the
teaching of St. Thomas and i itself. In the first place, the texts of St. Thomas do
not say that wisdom terminates properly in the Word; rather, they say that it does
not (see references 81, 83, 84, 85, 86). Furthermore, if our intellect, through wisdom,
terminated immediately in the Word, we would have a clear perception of the
Divine Essence as it exists in the Word; we would have the Beatific Vision in
this life.

88 Summa Theol., I, q. 43, a. 5 ad 1. Cf. I Sent, d. 81, q. 2, a. 1 ad 1.

8 Summa Theol, II-IL, q. 45, a. 4. Cf. IIT Sent, d. 35, q. 2, a. 1, Sol. 8.

85 Summa Theol., ibid., . 45, a. 6 and 2. Cf. I-II, q. 68, a. 8 ad 8; II-I1, q. 45, a. 2.

8¢ Ibid., 111, q. 28, a. 8.

87 Ibid., II-I1, q. 45, a. 6 ad 1; III, q. 23, a. 8.

88 Itnd., I-I1, q. 68, a. 8 ad 3; II-II, q. 45, a.l.

8 Ibid., II-I1, q. 45, a. 2. Cf. a. 6 ad 2.
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only love God immediately but will see him in his Word
as he is in himself.*”

The purpose of the invisible missions of the Word and
the Holy Spirit is to bring us back to God, to join us to
God in grace so that we may be joined to him in glory, to
order us effectively to our ultimate end.” We are incapable of
attaining our ultimate end by our unaided natural powers,
for only God can naturally operate effectively with himself
as object; only God can by nature know and love himself
directly. In order to proportion our operations to our final
end, God unites himself to us in the union of sanctifying
grace so that we not only share in the Divine Being in the
essence of our soul but also participate in the Divine Proces-
sions of the Trinitarian Life, directly in the Holy Spirit and
indirectly in the Word, in our habits and operations. Since
our will, by the virtue of charity, is united immediately to the
Divine Essence as that Essence exists in the Holy Spirit, we
can attain God directly in our acts of love. We are divinized
and ordered effectively to complete union with God in glory.

Proper relations to the indwelling Divine Persons.

Although we are made similar to the Word by the gift of
wisdom, it is not through wisdom that the Word unites himself
to us but through charity. Although the Word is manifested
to us in the gift of wisdom, he comes to us in the cause of
wisdom, the virtue of charity.

Uncreated Wisdom . . . unites himself to us through the gift of
charity and by this reveals mysteries to us, the knowledge of
which is infused wisdom. Thus infused wisdom, which is a gift,
is not the cause of charity but rather its effect.?2

The invisible mission of the Word includes the Word’s eternal
generation and adds the notion of a temporal effect in us

*OJII Sent., 4. 14, q. 1, a. 1, sol. 4 ad 1. Cf. ad 2; de Verit., q. 8, a. 16 ad
8.

°*7 Sent., d. 14, q. 2, 2. 2; d. 15, q. 2 ad 3; q. 4, a. 1 and a. 2 ad 5; q. 5,
a. 1, s0l. 1 ad 8.

°2 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 45, a. 6 ad 2. Cf. a. 2.
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through which the Word is immediately united to us.®* This
temporal effect is sanctifying grace. But the eternal proces-
sion of the Word does not terminate temporally in a term-in-
whom as does the Holy Spirit’s in his invisible mission.
Through the virtue of charity the Word comes to us through
his ineffable union to the Holy Spirit. It is true that our
participation in the Word, the gift of wisdom, is an indirect
participation that is simply by exemplarity and that is caused
by charity. But, nevertheless, we have a direct personal rela-
tion to the Word. For the Holy Spirit relates us immediately
to the Father and to the Word. Since we are related directly
and properly to the Holy Spirit as to a personal term of union,
we are immediately related through him properly to the Word
and to the Father. For the Holy Spirit proceeds from the
Father and the Word as their mutual subsisting Love.”* The
word “‘ connecting’ is proper to the Holy Spirit insofar as
he is the Love of the Father and the Son in whom they are
united, and also as connecting us to God, insofar as he is
Gift.” ** “The Father and the Son love us in the Holy
Spirit.” ** That is to say, our personal relations to the Word
and to the Father are based on our participation in the Holy
Spirit. We are related properly and personally, as to a term
of union, to the Holy Spirit according to his own proper
Personality. The Holy Spirit is Gift, and we are related to him
as given to us. The Holy Spirit is Love, and our relation to
him is a direct participation of that Love, created charity. The
Divine Persons are Subsistent Relations of one Substance, and
through a union with one Person we are immediately united
properly to the other two Persons.”” So the Holy Spirit unites

%8 Ibid., I, q. 43, a. 2¢ and ad 3; a. 3 ad 3.

°¢ Ibid., q. 87, a. 1 ad 2, ad 3.

° I Sent., d. 31, q. a. 1. Cf. IV Cont. Gent., c. 21. See F. Bourassa, “Le
don de Dieu,” Gregorianum 50 (1969), 201-237.

*¢ T Sent., d. 82, q. 1, a. 8.

°" The Holy Spirit relates us properly to the Father and to the Son, and
not simply to one principle of spiration; for, considering the subjects of spiration,
the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son as distinct, for he is the
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us to the Father and to the Word and relates us personally and
properly to the Father and to the Word. The Divine Indwel-
ling, then, is of the three Divine Persons as Three, of the
Trinity as Trinity.

Although the Indwelling is through the virtue of charity,
this is not to say that it is only in the virtue of charity, only
in our will and not in our entire soul. In the creation of
sanctifying grace and charity God actuates our whole soul to
union with himself. There is only one union, the union of the
three Divine Persons with us; this union is received in our
will as the virtue of charity and in our soul as a whole as
sanctifying grace. Our union with the Divine Persons termi-
nates through the virtue of charity in the Holy Spirit. Charity
is the formal medium of sanctifying grace.”®* The union of
sanctifying grace depends upon charity and terminates through
charity.

That the union of sanctifying grace extend to the essence
of our soul is necessary from two points of view: first, that
the Divine Persons dwell in us according to our whole being
and not simply according to our will; second, from the point
of view of our operations. Operations that can attain God
are operations of a nature and necessarily presuppose the
elevation of that nature. In this sense, charity and all the
gifts and virtues presuppose sanctifying grace in the essence
of our soul. Just as our effectiveness to operate with respect
to natural objects has its root in the essence of our soul, so
our effectiveness to operate with respect to God as object
has its root in the supernaturally actuated essence of our
soul.” Sanctifying grace makes us exist in a new way so that

unitive love of them both. Summa Theol., I, q. 36, a. 4 ad 1: “. .. si attendatur
virtus spirativa, Spiritus Sanctus procedit a Patre et Filio inquantum sunt in virtute
spirativa, . . . Si vero considerentur supposita spirationis, sic Spiritus Sanctus
procedit a Patre et Filio ut sunt plures: procedit enim ab eis ut amor unitivus
duorum.” See F. Bourassa, “ Le Saint-Esprit unité d’amour du Pére et du Fils,”
Sciences Ecclésiastiques, 14 (1962), 875-415.

°8 1 Sent., d. 17, q. 1, a. 1 ad 1.

# Summa Theol., I-1I, q. 110, a. 4 ad 1.
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we can operate in a new way.’* It is through the union with
God that is sanctifying grace that we are able to know and
love God in habit and in act.

In sanctifying grace, then, we are united to the three Divine
Persons in a continuous habitual union. For the virtue of
charity relates us properly to the Holy Spirit as to a term,
and the Holy Spirit relates us directly and properly to the Father
and to the Word. It is the Divine Essence that is the cause of
sanctifying grace, of the Divine Indwelling. But the Indwelling
itself, as such, although in our whole being down to the essence
of our soul, is through the virtue of charity. And the Indwel-
ling, in itself and not in its causation, is properly of the three
Divine Persons as Three; the Indwelling is of the Trinity as
Trinity and not simply of the Divine Essence as Divine
Essence.

This analysis of Thomas’s doctrine on the personal relations
of the Christian to the Divine Persons differs considerably
from the conclusions of previous commentators on Thomas’s
teaching. Tt is true that some theologians have rejected the
idea that Thomas holds a doctrine of merely appropriated
relations to the Indwelling Persons; but the conclusions pre-
sented in this article differ from these interpretations in the
explanation of how we are related to each of the Divine Per-
sons. The traditional interpretation of Thomas’s teaching on
this matter is that charity is simply appropriated to the Holy

19 Ibid., I, q. 8, a. 3. This seems to correspond perfectly with the theory of
“created actuation by the Uncreated Act” of M. de la Taille, Recherches de
science religieuse, 18 (1928), 253-268. De la Taille considers both charity and
sanctifying grace as strictly supernatural, as “ created actuation by the Uncreated
Act.” (p. 263) The movement toward the Beatific Vision is made properly by
charity, but charity presupposes an even deeper union, sanctifying grace, (p. 258)
Sanctifying grace is a union extending to the essence of the soul, in which
God gives himself to the soul as term of union. (pp. 254 and 258-9) For
discussion, see P. De Letter, “ Grace and Divine Indwelling,” Gregorianum, 41
(1960), 63-69; and F. Bourassa, “Actuation de I'Ame par acte divin,” Sciences
Ecclésiastiques, 10 (1958), 189-166; and “ Présence réele—présence intentionelle,’
tbid., 1960, pp. 807-50. See also P. De Letter, S.J., “ The Theology of God’s
Self-Gift,” Theological Studies, 24 (1963), 402-422.
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Spirit, and wisdom to the Word, but that the Holy Spirit has
a certain primacy in the Indwelling since it is charity that
unites us directly to God and since it is to the Holy Spirit
that charity is appropriated (because of exemplarity). For
some commentators, this does not preclude distinct relations
to the Divine Persons.® In the traditional interpretation,
however, the question remains as to precisely how we are
related to the Indwelling persons in their distinction. The
contribution of the analysis of Thomas’s teaching that is pre-
sented here is also the point of difference from previous
analyses: that we are directly and immediately united to the
Holy Spirit through charity, and that the Holy Spirit relates
us directly and immediately to the Father and the Son.

The nature of our proper relations to the Divine Persons.

The nature of the invisible missions, and so the nature of
our proper relations to the Word and to the Holy Spirit, is
manifested in the visible missions of the Word and the Holy
Spirit.

God provides for all things according to the mode of each. There
is, however, a mode connatural to man, that through visible things
he is led to the invisible . . . and so it is necessary that the
mvisible things of God should be manifested to man through
visible things. Therefore God shows himself and the eternal pro-
cessions of the Persons according to some indications, somehow,
to men. So it was suitable that the invisible missions of the
Divine Persons be manifested according to some visible creatures,

1% Among the traditional interpretations of Thomas’s teaching on the Divine
Indwelling, the most thorough and the clearest is that of William Hill (Proper
Relations to the Indwelling Divine Persons, especially pp. 98-116). According
to Hill’s interpretation of St. Thomas, sanctifying grace relates us not to the
Divine Essence but to all three Persons in their precise hypostatic distinction
one from another. The formal effects of grace, wisdom and charity, are appro-
priated, by reason of exemplar causality, to the Son and to the Holy Spirit
who, nonetheless, are sent in an exclusive sense. Since it is only charity that
unites us directly to God as he is in himself, a certain primacy or priority is
assigned to the Holy Spirit in the Indwelling. And so the order among the
Persons, in which alone they are distinguished, is preserved but inversely—in
us, the Holy Spirit leads to the Son who brings us to the Father.
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but in one way for the Son and in another way for the Holy
Spirit. For it is suitable to the Holy Spirit, insofar as he proceeds
as Love, to be the Gift of sanctification. It is suitable to the
Son, however, insofar as he is the principle of the Holy Spirit, to
be the author of this sanctification. So the Son was visibly sent
as the author of sanctification, but the Holy Spirit as the sign
of sanctification.'*?

The Word, then, is the author of our sanctification in his visible
and in his invisible missions. In his visible mission the Word
became our salvation; his actions were salutary for us, as
causing grace in us, both through merit in virtue of his human-
ity and through efficacity in virtue of his divinity.*** In his
visible mission the Word is the cause and the author of our
sanctification.’® In his invisible mission, the Word dwells in
us as the author of our sanctification, as sending the Holy
Spirit.

The Son is the Word, not in just any sense, but spirating Love. . . .
Therefore the Son is not sent according to just any perfection of

the intellect, but according to such instruction of the intellect as
breaks forth into the affection of love.1?s

In sanctifying grace we are related to the Word according to
his own proper Personality and according to his personal role
in the total economy of our salvation. Our personal relation
to the Word is not simply an abstract relation without mean-
ingful content. In sanctifying grace we are intimately related
to the author of our sanctification who is the cause of our
salvation in his visible mission and who continues actively
to save us in his invisible mission by sending us his Spirit.
We have an intimate personal relation to Christ according to
his Divine Personality as our Saviour dwelling in us and
actively continuing to save us, to lead us to heaven, as the
author of our sanctification.

The visible mission of the Holy Spirit to Christ in his

192 Summa Theol., I, q. 43, a. 7.

108 Ibed., II1, . 8, a. 1 ad 1; I Sent, d. 16, q. 1, a. 3.

1% Summa Theol., 111, q. 8, aa. 1, 5, 6.
15 1bid., 1, q. 43, a. 5 ad 2. Cf. I Sent., d. 15, q. 4, a. 2.
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baptism and in his Transfiguration, to the apostles at Pente-
cost, and to some of the saints in the primitive Church, was
as a sign or mark of sanctification.’®® The visible mission
of the Holy Spirit, as a mark of holiness, of the holiness of
Christ and of his Church, reveals the nature of his invisible
mission and of our personal relation to him. In sanctifying
grace we are related to the Holy Spirit as to the Gift and
the Love who sanctifies us, who unites us to Christ and to the
Father through charity, who is the invisible Principle of the
life of the Body of Christ, the Church.'*

The Father, since he has no origin and so no mission, is
manifested through the missions of the Word and the Holy
Spirit.*® We are related to the Father as to the Origin of the
missions to us of the Word and the Holy Spirit; we are inti-
mately and personally related to the Father as dwelling in us
and as sending us his Son as our Saviour and his Spirit as
our Sanctifier.

Divine Indwelling: person, community, and process.

St. Thomas’s theology of the Indwelling is based on a meta-
physics of being. The problem is to move beyond a meta-
physics of being to an understanding of the Indwelling in
a framework within which the personal growth and develop-
ment of the Christian can be seen as dependent on the inter-
personal relationships of the Indwelling. The contemporary
understanding of person and community that seems most
appropriate for such a “ transformation of coordinates  is that
of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin.

For Teilhard, what makes a man a person is that he has
reflexive consciousness; he not only knows, but he knows that
he knows.'** He knows himself precisely as a knowing subject.

108 Summa Theol., I, q. 43, a. 7 ad 6.

17 Cf, ibid., III, q. 8, a. 1 ad 3; III Sent., d. 18, q. 2, a. 2, sol. 2.

198 The Father is manifested not only through the visible missions of the
Son and the Holy Spirit, but also through their invisible missions. Cf. I Sent.,
d. 15, q. 4, a. 1.

109 p  Teilhard de Chardin, The Phenomenon of Man, tr. B, Wall (New
York: 1965), p. 165.
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By virtue of his power of self-consciousness he can associate
with other persons, form associations of common consciousness,
enter into community. Teilhard understands person and com-
munity as correlative concepts. The formula that he uses to
work out the relationship between person and community
L1 . . . 3% 110 . 1]

is “union differentiates. Union “ does not suffocate nor
does it confuse the elements; it super-differentiates them within
the unity.” *** In any area of life, whether we refer to the cells
of a body, the members of a team, or the elements of any union,
union differentiates the elements united.’** When this principle
is applied to a union of persons, differentiation is of the persons
as such; it takes the form of personalization. Teilhard writes
that “true union, the umion of heart and spirit, does not
enslave, nor does it neutralize the individuals which it brings
together. It super-personalizes them.” *** Union differentiates,
and union of persons personalizes.

Sometimes we fail to see that union personalizes, Teilhard
points out, because we confuse * person” with *individual.”
We find our true selves not in isolation but by uniting with
others. “ The goal of our selves, the acme of our originality,
is not our individualness but our person; and according to the
evolutionary structure of the world, we can find our person

120 Teilhard’s thought on the principle that union differentiates is explained
in several places in his works. The fullest and clearest explanation is in
“The Grand Option,” The Future of Man, tr. N. Denny (New York: 1964),
pp. 52-57. See also “ Esquisse d’un univers personnel,” L’énergiec humaine (Paris:
1962), pp. 79-105; “The Formation of the Noosphere,” The Future of Man
(New York: 1964), pp. 182-184; Man’s Place in Nature, tr. R. Hague (New
York: 1966), pp. 114-115; “ My Universe,” Science and Christ, tr. R. Hague
(New York: 1968), pp. 45-46. See also R. Faricy, Telhard de Chardin’s
Theology of the Christian in the World (New York: 1967), pp. 59-63.

111« Tlesprit de la terre,” L’énergie humaine (Paris: 1962), p. 52. Although
few commentators have explained at any length the principle that union dif-
ferentiates, many place it at the heart of all Teilhard’s philosophy and theology.
For example, see C. Mooney, Teilhard de Chardin and the Mystery of Christ
(New York: 1966), p. 46; H. de Lubac, The Religion of Teilhard de Chardin,
tr. R. Hague (New York: 1967), p. 149; D. Gray, The One and the Many
(New York: 1969), pp. 121 and 157.

112 The Phenomenon of Man, op. cit., p. 263.
12 %Tife and the Planets,” The Future of Man, op. cit., p. 119.
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only by uniting together.” *** We can see evidence of the dif-
ferentiating and personalizing effect of union all around us.
In any society, as organization increases, specialization does
too; in a team of any kind, close teamwork goes with a high
degree of specialization, of differentiation, of each team mem-
ber. In close friendships and in marriage true union of persons
brings out the best in each person; the union itself is a source
of personal growth.

What is essential is that union of persons be a union of
hearts, a union by mutual interior affinity that is * center to
center, through internal attraction.” *** True union is a union
of love, for love is what “ brings persons together not super-
ficially and tangentially, but center to center.” *** Love, the
bond of personalizing union, is in its highest form Christian
charity. Charity is love “in the Christocentric zone of the
universe,” **7

One illustration, the most sublime, of Teilhard’s principle
that union of love personalizes is the Trinity.**®* The three
Divine Persons are united in the highest form of union possible,
infinitely profound, a sharing in one Divine Nature. At the
same time, the Divine Persons are infinitely differentiated and
distinct. The distinctness of Persons and the degree of union
are both infinite; no persons could be more united or more
“ persons.” When we are united with the three Divine Persons,
then, we are caught up into an infinitely loving Community.
Our union, through the virtue of charity, with the Holy Spirit
is a personalizing union. He is Love himself and, in uniting

114 The Phenomenon of Man, op. cit., p. 263. See “ Esquisse d’un univers
personnel,” op. cit., pp. 81-82.

118 “ Life and the Planets,” op. cit., p. 119.

126 «“ The Direction and Conditions of the Future,” The Future of Man, op. cit.,
p. 285.

7 Le coeur de la matiére, unpublished essay written in 1950, p. 28.

118 A. Jeannitre finds the principle of differentiating union to be the foundation
of all theological analyses of the Persons of the Trinity, “Sur le mal, Punion
et le point Oméga,” Esprit, 32 (1964), 861-366. Teilhard himself has no real
theology of the Trinity; his only discussion of the Trinity is very brief, and
in the context of his theory of creation, Comment je wvois, unpublished essay
written in 1948, p. 19.
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us to himself, makes himself, through charity, the principle of
our life and personal growth. Union with him, and through
him with the Father and the Son, is the mainspring of our
development and the energy of our fulfillment as persons.

Seen in terms of personalizing union, our union with the
Divine Persons can be understood as the basis for a theology
of prayer that studies our conscious personal relationships
with the Indwelling Persons, Prayer can be understood pri-
marily as a conscious and loving relationship with the Holy
Spirit, and in and through the Holy Spirit with the Father
and the Son. Prayer can also be seen as the most important
activity of the process of Christian personalization, for it is
the activity in which our union with the Trinity is the most
explicit, conscious, and human, and so the most personalizing.

Further, the Holy Spirit can be better understood as the life
and dynamism of Christian community when his role in the
Indwelling is better understood. We are one in the Spirit
because he unites each of us to the Father and Son, and because
he is the source of the Christian development of each of us and
so of all of us. We are one because we share one Spirit; and
we can grow more in charity and unity because the Spirit we
share is a Person in whom we are further personalized and
drawn closer together in personalizing union with one another.

Again, once grace can be studied in categories of person and
process, the way is clear to an integration of theology of grace
with contemporary eschatology, with ecclesiology that con-
siders the Church in evolutionary terms as the developing
people of God, and with theology of the sacraments as encoun-
ters with Christ. Most importantly, there becomes possible a
more extended and coherent theology of the Holy Spirit who
makes his home in us,”® who “makes us cry out ‘Abba,
Father,” ”** and who together with our spirit bears “ united
witness that we are children of God . . . and coheirs with
Christ.” *#

Rogert L. Faricy, S. J.

The Catholic University of America
Washington, D. C.

112 Romans 8: 9. 120 Ibid., 15. 12t Itid., 16-17.



THE GOD WHO BECOMES:

EckaART ON DIiviNg RELATIVITY

(o ]

An historian of Christian thought who is at the same time
persuaded by process philosophy cannot restrain his interest
when he comes across a writer who appears, on both internal
and external grounds, to offer some continuity between his
two concerns. Meister Eckhart (c.1260-c. 1328) 1is especially
arresting in this connection, particularly so because of his under-
standing of the relationship between God and the world. One is
led to Eckhart on this issue both because of the external char-
acteristics of his writing and because of the religious situation
for which his work is an expression and a response. Eckhart
qualifies on a number of counts as a writer who might teach a
process theologian. He was as speculative as a more or less
orthodox Thomist of the 14th century could be. His most spec-
ulative and controversial work appears in his activity as
preacher and spiritual guide to groups of nuns under his care.
The German writings are thus deeply ethical in purpose and are
in addition developed in terms of a series of highly erotic
images. Speculative, ethical, erotic—all are characteristic of
process philosophy.

The problem to which Eckhart addressed himself is also one
keenly felt by process theology. My construction of that
problem is as follows. Eckhart, as spiritual director of
Christians with special religious vocations, felt a particular
obligation to develop a theology that would at once reflect
religious experience and answer its needs. To do this he had
to interpret the traditional doctrine of God in such a way that
God’s relationship to the world, specifically to the soul, became
as theologically important as the inner-trinitarian relationships,
and the latter as religiously meaningful as God’s relationship
to the soul. This meant developing the motifs of “ marriage,”

405



406 JOHN LOESCHEN

“ covenant,” “birthing,” or, in the more technically safe lan-
guage of a later time, God’s relationship to the world de
potentia ordinata, into senses of meaning as metaphysically
profound as divine aseity, unchangingness, omnipotence, as
God de potentia absoluta. Eckhart set himself to a task
impossible of acceptable solution in his time, of course. But
his struggle may serve to educate those of us who are not
quite ready to believe that the Christian tradition has been
completely unaware of the kind of alternative suggested by
process philosophy.

I

We begin with an appeal very familiar to Eckhart’s hearers.
The Christian should become free from all images, from self-
reliance, even self-awareness, as free and as virginally pure as
Christ who endlessly receives from and is borne into the
Father. To be this free of Eigenschaften, defining character-
istics is to be one with Jesus.? It is to be like the Son; nay more,
it is to be the same Son in a different body,* different only
in that the soul, unlike Christ, is created. But still the same
Son, since all that God loves he loves in his Son. And to
become like Christ means that the Father is birthing his
Son in the soul and the soul as the Son.*

This most basic and fertile of Eckhart’s themes, the ecstatic,
erotic fusion of the soul with the Son under divine agency,
provides the staging area for the first step towards a meta-

*DW I, 11.5 ff; cf. 26.6-8. Citations are from Meister Eckhart, Die deutschen
und lateinischen Werke, J. Quint, E. Benz, et al., eds.; (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer
Verlag, 1956 —). Material cited not yet available in this edition is from
Meister Eckhart, deutsche Predigten und Traktate, J. Quint, ed. and tr.; (Miinchen:
Carl Hanser Verlag, 1963). Citations from the deutschen Werke (DW) and the
Quint edition (Q), will include volume, page, and line; from the lateinischen
Werke (LW), volume, sermon number, and section.

2 Ibid., 31.4-8; cf. Vladimir Lossky, Théologie Négative et Connaissance de
Dieu chex Maitre Eckhart, “ Etudes de Philosophie Médiévale, XLVIIL” (Paris:
Librairie philosophique J. Vrin, 1960), p. 191.

3 Ibid., 7214 1,

*Ibid., 7128 f1; 168.12 f.; 381.5 ff; cf. Lossky, p. 188.
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physics of the relationship of God and the world. For, when
God sees the soul as his Son, he pours himself out, he com-
pletely gives himself—he must open himself.* Now Eckhart
moves a little further. Not only is it true that God must
bare—and bear—himself to the Son-soul, but God must
eternally birth the Son and the soul, whether he wants to or
not.® Eckhart exhibits the pulsing, upward-arching logic of
this frequent theme in a sermon, Iusti vivent in aeternum:
1) the Father births the Word in the soul “and I go further
and say ”; 2) he births the soul as his Son”; “I go even
further”; 8) he births the soul as himself.” Already the
gracious, de potentia ordinata relationship of God and the
soul is developing characteristics appropriate to God’s relations
in se. There is the eternal birthing of the Son and thus the
analogous birth in the soul. But the birth in the soul is also
eternal and necessary. This means that there is only one birth,
and the birth in the soul is of the same profundity as the
eternal birth of the Son, for it is the same birth.?

The arresting feature of the initial development of the
birthing motif is Eckhart’s introduction of necessity in con-
nection with the relation of God and the world. The grounds
for further development of the motif lie in the fact that, as
was seen, the soul both is and is not the Son. God must
birth the soul as the Son, and the soul and the Son. The
significance of the divine “must” therefore depends upon
which side of the “soul-Son” contrast is emphasized.

If the soul is birthed by God as a “ formulation of the
form,”? as God in the Son, then the soul can be said to

5 Ibid., 194.2-5.

572.8-11; 109.6f.

7109.6-11.

8 Cf. Shizuteru Ueda, Die Gottesqeburt in der Seele und der Durchbruch szur
Gottheit, “Studien zu Religion, Geschichte und Geisteswissenschaft,” Bd. 3,
(Giitersloh: Gditersloher Verlagshaus Gerd Mohn, 1965), p. 387.

°156.9 ff. Eckhart’s phrase is “ Beiwort”-“ Wort,” but a literal translation
would not catch the meaning at all. Cf. Lossky, p. 51, for the use of the verbum
rather than logos reference in this connection.
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b

“ impose ” requirements upon God.* God must give himself
wholly (i.e., birth his Son) for the soul to be satisfied; ™
its friendship is necessary to God.** But now Eckhart’s lan-
guage becomes more controversial. For in the mutual ** emp-
tying of defining characteristics which is the birthing, the
humble man (one void of these characteristics) commands
God.** God must in fact empty himself to the humble man,
or else he would cease to be God.** Now it is clear that the
necessities upon God indicated in these texts follow from the
identity side of the soul-Son contrast: the soul is the Son,
1.e., is God, and so the Indicated necessities are not to be
understood as “imposed ” upon God from the outside, from
something other than the divine nature itself.

Yet this very language also reflects the inseparable other
side of the contrast, 1. e., the difference of the soul from the Son,
from God. And as Eckhart shifts into this perspective, there
begins to emerge the idea that the grounds for divine necessity
lie outside the divine nature, that God is in fact really related
to something which is not God—the soul. Speaking, for
example, of the unity of divine and human wills which char-
acterizes the eternal birth, Eckhart states that God can in no
way “eliminate ” the soul **—as though the soul were, in its
unity (n.b., not “identity ) with God, a fact to be contended
with.'” Again, not only does God give himself to the soul in
the way the soul can receive him, but if the soul will not let
God in, God can only stand close by, outside the door.*®* Now
this may be only a traditional image. Yet in one locus, at
least, Eckhart has a “second thought” which may indicate

 For a more exhaustive treatment of this matter, cf. Ueda, pp. 108 ff.

M 71.7-9; 177.3-5.

2 DW II, 468 ff,

BTDW I, 936f; 1862 fi.

M Ibid.,, 235.7-9, “ gebeden "—to bid; 327.7 ff., “ twingen,”—to impress,  ver-
toeren "—to delude (1); DW II, 8.9 ff., ““ vachen "—to seize, “ binden,”—to obligate.

BPDW I, 234.13-15; 237.1-3; DW V, 1879 1; cf. Q., 314.16-19.

¥ DW II, 11.2-7, “ {zgesliezen.”

17" Cf. Lossky, pp. 44 ff; 81f.

BDW V, 250.3-5.
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he may himself have felt his words went beyond the edge of
the acceptable. The idea suggests itself: what if we don’t
“let God in,” what if the soul can really limit God’s power and
presence?

Giving is God’s nature [natlre] and his essence depends upon
[sin wesen swebet dar an] giving to us, if we are subordinate. If
we are not, and do not receive, then we injure him and kill him. . ..

Eckhart seems to pause in thought for an eternal moment,
then continues: “ Though we can’t do this to him, we still do it
to ourselves, . ..”**

A tantalizing, albeit merely spectacular moment, perhaps.
Less exciting, yet more important for the question about
external limits upon God, is the idea that God is neither the
object of the soul’s love nor the ultimate metaphysical reality.
Eckhart says that creatures love the One as God, love God
because of the One, and God because he is the One.?* God
as God is not the highest end of creation.** There is something
beyond God to which the soul is joined, and when it is so
joined it has no use for “ God.” And that “beyond God ” or
“on account of which, God,” is the One.?

When we shift focus from the soul to the divine pole of
the birthing process, we find fuller evidence that the God—
world relationship is at least as metaphysically important as
the inner-trinitarian relations in Eckhart’s thought. And once
more we find suggestions of a real relationship of God to some-
thing not identical to himself.

Eckhart speaks both of God’s passions and the necessities
to which God is subject. Because God abhors a vacuum, he
must be ceaselessly active, creating, working in the soul, creating
himself as the self of the creation and the soul.® Before

“DW I, 7312 f1.

2 LW 1V. xxix, 297.

1 Q. 305.10-12; cf. Ueda, p. 126; cf. also pp. 99, 101f., for more texts.

2ZLW IV, xxix, 298; Q., 305.10-12; 308.25 fi.

2 DW 1, 8023 f; DW V, 286.10 ff.; 306.6-9; LW IV, xviii, 181; Q., 176.12-18;
435.30 f.; 436.33-35.
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creation, in fact, God was not God.** Just as the soul’s love is
necessary to God, so God loves the soul necessarily,”® and his
love brings him both delight and suffering. His delight upon
seeing the Son, the soul as the Son—the delight of a young
colt upon seeing an open field in which to gallop!—causes
him to reveal himself even before the proper means are avail-
able.* And God also suffers, the greatest suffering being the
death of his Son.** God is in fact the eminent Sufferer.®* Nay,
more, says Eckhart, his language at this point becoming more
daring: suffering is God.?

One could construe much of this language as merely anthro-
pomorphic, except for the fact that Eckhart relates these same
passions to the divine essence or nature. God’s highest ideal,
says Eckhart, is “ to bear,” * and this birthing exhausts the di-
vine power.** Now it is not true to say that for Eckhart the di-
vine nature is such and such and relates to the creation in terms
of birthing. Eckhart instead consistently argues that the divine
essence or nature itself depends upon this relationship. Eck-
hart’s word is usually “dar an sweben.” Thus God’s essence
or nature “depends upon” his willing the best,** giving the
greater gift,*® eternally birthing the Son in the soul®* It is
characteristic of the Father to bear, and God’s Eigenschaft
is his essence.® God’s most essential characteristic, says Eck-
hart in a Latin sermon, is “to be with us.” *®

Let me repeat. Eckhart is not saying that the divine relation

24 Q., 304.33 fl.

LW IV, vi, 56.

2 DW I, 194.2-5; 1998 ff; 8174 ff; Q. 263.29-33.

T DW II, 84-7.

BDW V, 515 f1,; 229.2 ff.; 266.4-6.

2 DW V, 54.1-7; similarly, love is God, cf. Q. 271.28 ff.
DWW 1, 177.8-5; 180.7; DW II, 84.5f; 1171 f; Q., 263.29-32.
Q. 896.33 fi.

2DW I, 63.31f; cf. DW V, 20.6-9.

#DW I, 65.7; 66.11; cf. 73.12 ff; 77.17f; 101.8-11; DW II, 29.4-6.
*DW I, 72.811.

¥ DW II, 522; DW I, 134.4.

LW IV, ii, 4; cf. DW I, 246.18 ff.
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to the world—birthing—follows from the divine nature but
rather that the divine nature depends wupon the birthing
relation. He is attempting to define and ground the divine
nature in terms of its activity and in so doing gives the relation
metaphysical parity, at least, with the divine nature. Eckhart
is moreover quite conscious of his way of approach.

There is much talk among the masters about how it could be
that this immovable, intangible, hidden Being upon which the
soul is modelled, could be at all related to the soul. And they
are thus very distressed as to how the soul should be capable
of receiving it. But I say that God’s very being as God depends
upon the continuing obligation to give himself to whatever can
receive him. If he did not give himself, he would not be God.*

God cannot cease to be God, of course.*® God is his birthing
relation, and apart from this relation one cannot speak of God
having a “mnature.” This perspective may be one way of
approach to Eckhart’s negative language about the divine
nature, e.g., that God’s nature is to be without nature,® or
that God is bare, “ nudum,” in esse.’®* But it is just at this
point, regarding divine nudity, that we again come to the One
as that which is both the reason for and the limit upon the
divine relation. God is God only in virtue of his Oneness. His
nature depends upon this, and it is the salvation of the soul,
for if God were not One, he could not birth the Son.** At
the same time, the One is the limitation upon the divine
generative activity: for the “essentia” generates neither
within nor from God.** T shall have occasion below to return
to this matter. But let me close this section with two quo-
tations from Eckhart in regard to God and the facilitating,
limiting, One. The phrases are striking, to be sure, but we
should by now have reason to take them somewhat seriously.

7Q., 812.6-18.

33 DW II, 28.1-4; cf. 45.1-8.

* Ibid., 1202; Q., 306.20-23.

LW IV, xi. 115; xvii. 169; xviv. 249; cf. Lossky, p. 45.

“DW 1, 368. 5f.

2 LW IV, xi. 115: “Unde essentia non generat in divinis nec verbum profert.”
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The One as facilitating God: says Eckhart, God loves and
cleaves to the One.** The One as limiting God: says Eckhart,
Oneness is with God and holds God together and lets nothing
through.**

II

Preliminary consideration of Eckhart’s understanding of the
relationship between God and the soul has revealed that there
are certain necessities associated with each: of the soul upon
God by virtue of the soul’s identity with the Son; upon God by
virtue of the birthing process which is the divine essence. These
conclusions are “ preliminary > because these two loci of neces-
sity are in fact one: the divine essence as birthing. Moreover,
the birthing relation itself, whether approached from the
““ bearer ” or the “ borne ” side,* is a relation which, as a whole,
is relativized by something else, i.e., the One.

In this section I shall investigate the birthing process itself
in relation to the One. In a sense this will be but a more
intimate look at the divine essence. But it will also bring
into clearer view the exigencies of the One upon both God
and the soul.

Eckhart claims that God and the soul are “alike,” even
that they are the same. Often the likeness of God and the
soul is asserted in terms of being, rather than becoming. Thus
body and soul, like man and God, are joined in Being, not in
activity** In the innermost part of the soul, the ground of
God and man is the same.* The birthing process itself is
possible only because it is out of time,*® and the soul is like
God in that it is formally free, rational, while it is unlike him

SDW V, 46.15f.

“DW 1, 814.1-3. Lossky indicates the double function of the One as “exclu-
sive,” and “inclusive,” p. 68; as indicating “ puritas” and “ plenitudo,” p. 118;
as transcendent of and immanent in creation, p. 261.

5 Ibid., 2172 fi; 2651 ff.

*¢ Ibid., 119.2-7; cf. LW 1V, iv.23; cf. Lossky, p. 80.

‘"DW 1, 90.6-8.

¥ DW II, 281.1-6; cf. Lossky, p. 247.



THE GOD WHO BECOMES 413

in that it is created.*® While it is clear that it is primarily being
rather than becoming which Eckhart associates with God,*
at the same time the unity of the soul with God is often stated
in terms of process. Unity is in the mutual outpouring,
ecstasy,” in the perfect agreement of wills ** which constitute
the birthing. Again, sometimes the unity is stated in both
referents, as when Eckhart says the soul and God have the
same life, being, and essentiality.”® Such varieties of appeal
are not problematic, however, because the ultimate ground
of identity lies by definition beyond the “ being—becoming >
split. It lies in the One. It is by virtue of the One, for which
all names and no names are appropriate, that Eckhart makes
rather striking statements about the soul and God. Thus the
birth out of “purity” means “that I become father and
birth him from whom I am birthed.” ** The soul is said to be
the cause, not only if its own being but also of God’s being
as God. To this final radicalized language, however, Eckhart
adds, “ It’s not necessary to know this.” ! **

The birthing process upon which the divine essence depends
is a process whose terms must be specified more closely. For
the soul, as we have seen, is very intimately related to the
Son. When it is considered under the formal relationship of
“ that which is birthed,” the soul can in fact be identified with
the Son. Similarly “ that which births ” is specified invariably
by Eckhart as the Father.”®

This situation means that it would be an error to construe

“DW I, 13.10 ff; 544 f; cf. Lossky, p. 247.

80 Cf. inter alia, DW I, 131.4; 1349f; DW V, 116.30 f.

"*DW I, 93.6 f.; so also in terms of humility, Ibid., 246.18 ff; DW V, 187.1 ff;
and suffering, Ibid., 266.4-6.

2 DW II, 11.1-7.

*“DW 1, 106.1-3; LW IV, ix.99.

5+ DW I, 382.8 ff.

55 Q., 308.324; cf. also DW I, 40.1 ffi; DW V. 202.8-10, for other “ divine”
characteristics applied to the soul by virtue of the One.

58 Cf., inter alia, DW 1, 72.8-11; 109.6f.; cf. also DW I, 358.8-10: the name
““ father ” implies “ change ”; DW II, 84.5 f.: the Father can do nought but bear;
DW I, 2172 ff.: the Father’s name is *“ to bear.”
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God in se solely in terms of being and God’s relations ad extra
solely in terms of becoming. The Trinity itself is a process
of birthing. From certain perspectives the inner-trinitarian
birthing is distinguishable from the birthing of God in the soul,
the latter being the image of the former. From the perspective
of the One, however, there is but one birthing. A look at
Eckhart’s use of the language of the Trinity should prove
instructive in this regard.

While Eckhart, following the tradition, can associate various
functions or names with the different Persons of the Trinity,
his characteristic associations are in terms of the birthing
relation. Thus the Father is he who births, the Son, he who
is birthed, the Holy Spirit, the love between bearer and borne.*
Now the interesting feature in this connection is that Eckhart
can use the basic analogy in both directions: the Trinity as
the image of birthing, and birthing as the image of the Trinity.
There are many texts in which the birth in the soul is seen
analogously to the eternal birth of the second Person: the
Father births the Son in eternity, and just so does he birth
his Son in the soul.’® And there are also many texts in which
Eckhart describes the birth in the soul, and then, seemingly
as a means of tying in with more familiar theology, assigns one
Person of the Trinity as the name for the aspect of the birth
process he is describing. Thus the divine work of birthing in
the soul—this is the Son.’* The mutual outpouring of God
and the soul in unity—there is the Holy Spirit.®* This alter-
nation in the use of analogy is possible because, as Eckhart
makes clear in many of the hundreds of passages in his works
on the “eternal birth—birth in the soul,” there is only one
birth.®* But if we do have to come down on one side or the

®7 Cf. Lossky, pp. 69, 282 f.

S DW I, 728 ff; 80.8f; 109.1 ff; 176.3 fI.

®® Cf. Lossky p. 188, for an interpretation based on this use of the analogy.

0 Ibid., 93.5 ff.; 166.11f; 171.18f; Q., 877.1f.

% As Lossky indicates, pp. 62, 225, there is no distinction in divinis between
the production of the Trinity and that of the world; it is one eternal, internal
creative act.
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other of the analogy, we would have to conclude that for
Eckhart the birth of which he 1s speaking is ultimately the
eternal birth. The divine birth. The eternal becoming of the
Trinity.*

Eckhart’s task in his preaching, I suggested, was to make
the relation of God and the soul as important as the inner-
trinitarian relationship. He has done this, on the one hand,
by elevating the soul from, as it were, human to divine status,
and, on the other hand, by emphasizing the Trinity under the
aspects of the eternal birthing relation. But it is just this latter
emphasis which led Eckhart into a series of difficulties with the
orthodox doctrine of the Trinity. For having not only des-
cribed the Persons of the Trinity in terms of the birthing
process but also, as we saw in the preceding section, defined
the divine essence in terms of the birthing relation, Eckhart
was faced with accounting for the divine unchangeableness,
aselty, simplicity, and so forth. A truly bi-polar understanding
of God, such as would be entertained today by some process
theologians, seems not to have been possible for Eckhart.
Instead, he speaks of the bi-polar relationship between God
and the One. The One is the ultimate, and yet God must be
the ultimate. But God is not the One. The problem is not
capable of orthodox solution. Eckhart attempts to solve it by
subordinating the second and third Persons to the Father, by
subordinating the Trinity of Persons to the divine nature, and
ultimately by separating the Persons and the nature. The
Trinity must be subordinate in Eckhart’s metaphysics, for the
simple reason that it is triune and not simply One.

Tt is neither possible nor advisable in a brief article to launch
into a full discussion of the metaphysics of God and the One
according to Meister Eckhart. Rather I shall try to keep very
close to the guiding question of this essay, i.e., what is the
metaphysical status of the God-world relationship, the birth
of the Son in and as the soul? Now I have tried to show that

® For a good summary of Eckhart’s use of analogy in this way, cf. Lossky,
p. 8241,
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this relationship has metaphysical parity with the inner-trin-
itarian relations: the divine essence depends upon the birthing
relation, and the Trinity of Persons is both the reality of the
birthing image and the image of the birthing reality. It would
thus be a denial of my thesis to construe the problem of this
section to be the relation of God and the One, as though we
could keep the birthing relation aside as metaphysically sub-
ordinate, and concentrate on whether the One is or is not
metaphysically superordinate to God. Rather the problem of
God and the One can be construed as follows.

“ Birthing ” is a dialectical process. Its two poles or loci are
God and the soul. The birthing process as a whole is moreover
related to the One, but this relationship is not dialectical. It
is rather the relationship between the image and the real,
between time and eternity, between the many and the One.
Eckhart says that the soul, with its defining characteristics of
reason, will, and memory, is just as close to and as far from
the One as is God with his defining characteristics of Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit.®® As the birthing process takes place,
both God and the soul are sheared, so to speak, of their respec-
tive defining characteristics and so are drawn closer to the
One. To borrow from the Timaeus, the birthing process, like
time, is the moving image of eternity.

This construction of the problem in mind, we may without
misunderstanding consider one locus of the birthing process,
God, in relation to the One. We do so not only because it
is the more interesting and critical facet of the problem, but
also because Eckhart, orthodox Dominican, had to say of
God what he would say of the One. The result was conceptual
or at least linguistic confusion, and theological heresy.

In apparent opposition to much of what we have heard
Eckhart say of God, he also says that God can have no relation
to change. He is beyond action and passion; * he does not

% There are, of course, significant differences between God and the soul. I
shall evaluate these in the concluding section of this study.
“DW 1, 1019 f£; 197.7 f; 858.1-4.
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co-exist with images; ® he is not found in time, bodiliness, or
multiplicity; ® he is omnipotent, perfect, One, and unchange-
able.” The God whom Eckhart has discussed in terms of the
birthing process is now also discussed in terms characteristic
of the One. God must be metaphysically ultimate. The
relation between the birthing process and the One, as I have
construed it, we find construed in Eckhart as a relation between
God and himself. The non-dialectical relation between the
birthing process and the One appears in Eckhart as the non-
dialectical relation between the Trinity of Persons and the
divine essence.

As hard as Eckhart might try to sustain orthodox language
concerning the Trinity,® he finally must identify the first Per-
son of the Trinity with the One, i.e., it is the Father who
is truly God.*® And this means a subordination among the
Persons of the Trinity—a subordination which is expressed
in many passages but nowhere more boldly than when Eck-
hart is speaking of the birthing process.

Being is the Father, unity is the Son with the Father, goodness
is the Holy Ghost. Now the Holy Ghost takes the soul—the
holy city—up into the purest and the highest, and carries it up
into his source, that is, the Son. And the Son carries it further
up into his source, that is, into the Father, into the ground, into
the origin wherein the Son has his essence. . . . . o

In addition to the relative priority of the Father, by virtue
of his proximity to the One, or perhaps as another expression
of this, we find in Eckhart a priority of the One over the
Trinity.”™ Since Eckhart cannot make a clean distinction
between God and the One, this priority is usually expressed
as the precedence of the divine essence over the Trinity.™

%8 Ibid., 92.7 ff.; but cf. 265.1-8.

88 Ibid., 178.4-6; 193.1f.; DW II, 165.3 fI.; 231.1-6.

"DW 1, 357.6-12; DW V, 38.13f.; 280.11f.

8 Cf., inter alia, DW 1, 173.1-6; DW V, 114.21 ff; LW IV, ii.18.

DWW V, 3418 ff; 42.11f; LW 1V, ii3f,; cf. Lossky, pp. 65, 225.
DW I, 302.3-7.

" Cf. Ueda, pp. 32, 99; Lossky, pp. 343f., 3651.

"2Ueda, p. 103: the Trinity remains on the “periphery ” of the One.
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The One, the ground or source [Abgrund] of God,” is that by
virtue of which God is generative; in fact, God’s nature and
fullness depends upon his being One, as we have seen. It is
from the One alone that God receives his Godness.”* At the
same time, the One is the limit upon God: it neither gives
to nor receives from God, and it is not the generative cause
of divinity.” Now, in some of these passages Eckhart is speak-
ing not explicitly of the One but rather of God’s unity of
being, or his essence. Here we see the tension between the
metaphysical priority of the One and the theological priority
of God expressing itself in linguistic compromise. Eckhart can
say that the One is the “ground” of the Father; he can
identify the One and the Father; and he can say that the One
itself is birthed by the Father.”® I think a light can be shed
upon this apparent confusion if we recall that the birthing
process is an image of the One. More specifically, it is the
unity in the birthing process, a process of creation, forming,
and joining, and whose author is God,” which is the image
of the One. Thus the Trinity is both a creature of the One,
and the creator of that process of birthing which is the image
of the One. The Trinity would thus seem to be removed from
the dialectical polarity we ascribed to the birthing process
earlier. But at this point we must bring together two of the
conclusions of our study so far. Eckhart has defined the divine
essence as the birthing relation, and he has subordinated the
Trinity to the divine essence. Thus the Trinity is subordinated
to the birthing relation. And that is why the analogy can be
applied in both directions: the Trinity as the image of birthing,
and birthing as the image of the Trinity. Whether expressed
as the “unity ” of the birthing process or the “ essence ” of

"“DW I, 188 fi; DW V, 116.30 ff.; 238.5.

“DW 1, 3686 ff; DW II, 67.1 1.

"DW I, 1974-9; LW IV, xi.115. It is this line of development which leads
Ueda to conclude that there is no relation between the divine “ substantia”
and the Trinity of Persons, pp. 104 fl.

*DW V, 305 ff; cf. 114131,

""Cf. Lossky, p. 865, for discussion of the Trinity as the dynamic process
of the One.
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the Trinitarian process, the One is the limiting case—even
for God. For, while the Trinity is the source of the birthing,
the Trinity itself must surrender before that of which the
birthing is an image. To quote here only the most famous
passage: the “secret place ” [biirglein] is so high and one that
God himself neither has nor can look into it.

. . . God would have to give up all his divine names and his
personal defining characteristics in order to get a glimpse of it.
He must lay all these things aside whenever he wants to look into
it. And it is just because he is so purely and simply One, apart
from every mode and characteristic, that in the secret place he is
neither Father nor Son nor Holy Ghost in this sense. Yet he is still
a ‘“something,” but neither any “ this” nor any “ that.”?®

As in the case of the characteristics of the One and of God,
so when he is describing the characteristics of the One and
the birthing process Eckhart finds it necessary to keep to
“ God-language.” Thus his own distinction for describing the
relationship of the birthing to the One is “ Gott-Gottheit.”
Like the inner and outer man, God and Godness are as far
apart as heaven and earth. “ God” works, “ Godness ” does
not work; God “ becomes; ” Godness “is free of becoming.” ™

Yet this relationship also, it seems to me, is best expressed
by Eckhart in the language of birthing, The following passage,
from The Book of Divine Comfort, beautifully expresses the
themes we have been considering: the soul and the Trinity
as poles of the birthing relation, and the birthing process as
an image of the One transcending both God and the soul.

The inner-working soul, the son of God,

. . 1s wedded to the One, empty of all content and distinction.
In the One it is stripped bare, emptied of every distinction and
characteristic. It is One, and there is also One God-Father-Son-
and-Holy Ghost. The One saves us, and the farther we are from
the One, the less are we sons and the Son, the less perfectly does
the Holy Ghost arise in us and shine from us. Accordingly the

"DW I, 42.1-446, in part; cf.,, among many other texts, DW I, 361.3-5; LW
IV, i1x99; xi.121; xviv.249.
Q. 272.18 fi; cf. DW V, 41.5-7; cf. Lossky, p. 342 {. for discussion.
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closer we are to the One, the more truly are we God’s sons and
Son, the more truly does God-the-Holy-Ghost shine out from us.®°

v

To a certain extent this study is an external rather than
an internal evaluation of Meister Echkart. That is to say,
I have approached Eckhart with questions and sensitivities
reflective of a world-view significantly different from his own.
Although possibly one could maintain that Eckhart stands in
a philosophical tradition of which process philosophy is the
major inheritor, it would be a gross mistake to imagine that
Eckhart could be interpreted as a process theologian.

Yet if one is a process theologian, and an historian of
Christian thought as well, he feels a pressing need to discover
the extent to which the tradition does and does not permit
appropriation for his constructive theological work and the
particular issues and constructions which such an appropri-
ation would entail. And it is in answer to these concerns
that Meister Eckhart, working out of different metaphysical
assumptions for different theological ends, provides the process
theologian with a highly instructive example. The results of our
look at the German writings of Eckhart may be posed as a
question of the relationships that shall obtain among four
“elements ” : the creation (soul); the Trinity of Persons; the
divine essence; and the One,

Eckhart’s theology initially sustains a strictly corresponding
relationship between the soul and the Trinity. The generative
principle for both is formally identical,®* the inner-trinitarian
relationship is strictly parallel to the extra-trinitarian relation-
ship.®? And the poles of birthing process, the divine Trinity
of Persons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and the soul’s trinity
of faculties, memory, reason, and will, give joint expression
to, and are jointly expressed by, characteristics of that birthing

5 DW V, 41.18-424. Cf. Lossky, pp. 64. 80: it is the One in terms of which
the hidden God is revealed as Triune and creative.

8 Cf. Lossky, p. 860.
82 Cf. Ueda, p. 104 1.
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process. Ultimately, however, Eckhart’s metaphysical assump-
tions and theological commitments prevent him from sustain-
ing a balanced dialectical polarity between the Trinity and
the soul. The Trinity is uncreated; the soul is created; the
personal, non-numerical distinction in the Trinity is alien to
the created order; ®® and that which is in the process of eternal
birthing is finally the Trinity, not the Trinity and the soul, but
the soul only as participating in the Trinity.

As T see it, one reason for this surrendering of polarity is
the exigencies of the orthodox doctrine of God, in particular
the relationship that is affirmed between the Trinity of Persons
and the divine essence. There is precious little room for dif-
fering emphases in this matter. If one tries to defend Eckhart’s
orthodoxy, as does Lossky, one will have to interpret the
undeniably dualistic pattern of Eckhart’s language as an indi-
cation of epistemological, not metaphysical dualism, at the
cost of widening the gulf between God and the creation.®
If, on the other hand, one wishes to pursue the heteronomous
features of Eckhart’s doctrine of God, as does Ueda, the
Trinity of Persons seemingly can be embedded firmly within
the language of the birthing process only at the cost of positing
a real duality, even a breach, between the Trinity and the
essence of God.** T share this approach with Ueda, yet I feel
he has overlooked a most important aspect of the issue, one
which, if sufficiently utilized, would prevent this theological
dualism. The key hypothesis of this article is the argument
that Eckhart defines the divine essence in terms of the birthing
relation. 1 shall not review the presentation of data here. But
if this emphasis is brought into play, the problem of duality
within God is considerably diminished, since both the divine
nature and the divine Persons may then be seen in reference
to the birthing process.

This brings us to the third matter, the status of the divine
essence. To emphasize, as Eckhart does, the divine nature in

88 Cf. Lossky, p. 118,

8¢ Cf. Lossky, pp. 50 ff,, 206 ff.; 216 fI.; 253, 282, 297.
85 Cf. Ueda, pp. 108 1.
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terms of its relationship to the birthing process may preclude
theological dualism but only at the price of a metaphysical
dualism, 1. e., a gulf between God and the ultimate, the One.
Now theological tradition—and religious need—require that
God be ultimate. Thus we find Eckhart giving an additional
emphasis to the divine essence, associating it very closely with
the One, disassociating it from the birthing process.

We thus have what appears to be a “ chain reaction ” situ-
ation among the four elements. If the Trinity is brought more
closely into the soul’s birthing process, the divine essence must
be interpreted in that direction in order to mitigate theological
dualism. But this then tends to strengthen the impression of
metaphysical dualism. If, on the other hand, one begins with
an emphasis on the proximity of the divine essence to the One,
he ends up with the Trinity unrelated to the birth in the soul.
A third option would be to associate the Trinity with the
birthing process, the divine essence with the ultimate, and
accept theological dualism. Examples of this can be seen in
the late medieval distinction of God’s absolute and ordinate
powers and in the tradition of discourse reflected in Luther’s
differentiation of deus absconditus and deus revelatus.

Now Eckhart could have avoided this situation had he been
prepared to give a truly dialectical interpretation to the rela-
tionship of the One to the birthing process; if, in other words,
novelty, multiplicity, and becoming had the same metaphys-
ical status as order, simplicity, and being. But in the Platonic
tradition it could not be so.

And it is this most basic fact which separates Eckhart from
process theology. So near and yet so far! For the White-
headian, with his system of world, God (consequent and pri-
mordial natures) and Creativity, cannot but see Eckhart, with
his system of soul, God (Trinity and essence), and the One,
as both a valuable colleague and a worthy opponent.

3

JoaNn LoEscHEN
St. Loius University School of Divinity
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(2 )

may seem both trivial and inconsequential. Indeed,

the philosopher’s understanding of the historical phe-
nomenon was, at best, poor. He was aware that monasticism
had its origins in Egypt;* however, he does not seem to have
been able successfully to integrate this fact into his various
schemes of Universalgeschichte, which were able to comprehend
ancient Egypt within its purview, even the intellectual Christian
Egypt of Alexandria, but not the early origins of monasticism.
This blind spot might be ascribed merely to the nineteenth-
century Protestant bias against monasticism or to the lack
of accurate historical knowledge of early monastic history; but
it is more likely due to the strong influence of Chapter 87 of
Gibbon’s rationalistic Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire,’
which saw in the otherworldliness of monasticism the death of
Roman civie responsibility. In Hegel’s historical schemes, then,
monasticism is largely a phenomenon of the post-Roman
mediaeval world; it is even made to characterize the Middle
Ages generally.

Hegel’s views on the subject would, indeed, be both trivial
and inconsequential were it not for the perduring influence
of Hegel, consciously or unconsciously, on twentieth-century
philosophical and theological thought; and more importantly,
were it not for the fact that his negative stance regarding
monasticism rests heavily upon fundamental principles and

7 I YO MANY, A REVIEW of Hegel’s views on monasticism

*G. W. F. Hegel, The Philosophy of History, ed. C. Hegel, tr. J. Sibree (New
York: Dover, 1956), p. 338.

? For the influence of Gibbon on Hegel’s views on the classical world of Rome
(though in his Jugendschriften Hegel both agrees and disagrees with Gibbon’s
rationalism) see T. L. Haering, Hegel: sein Wollen und sein Werk, 2 vols. (Aalen:
Scientia, 1963), I, 222-225; also Hegels theologische Jugendschriften, ed. H.
Nohl (Frankfurt / Main: Minerva, 1966), pp. 865-366.
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viewpoints in his philosophy and acts as a veritable touchstone
for his views on theology and the Christian religion.

Hegel’s attitude toward monasticism may already be gauged
by his views on marriage. In the Rechtsphilosophie (##
158-168) he sees marriage as the immediate ethical relationship
and the family as the immediate substantiality of spirit. C. J.
Friedrich asks rhetorically whether the fact that Hegel was
one of the first of the modern philosophers to marry did not
have something to do with the broader social view of man, the
break from radical individualism and bachelorhood which is
exhibited in his thought.* Even in his Logic Hegel’s emphasis
upon the genus over the individual * and his view of repro-
duction as the moment of actual individuality, as that which
truly relates the individual toward the objective world,® already
indicate the direction of Hegel’s sympathies. In discussing
marriage in the Rechtsphilosophie Hegel goes on to condemn
“Platonic love ” related, in his view, to a monastic viewpoint
which sees the physical as simply negative, separating the
godly, the human spirit, from its existence (Dasein) through
abstraction.®

Hegel’s use of the term abstract and abstraction should be
carefully noted. As Iwan Iljin points out, it is contrasted with
concrete (con-crescere), a growing together into a concrete
synthetic unity.” Abstract means the same as ‘‘ op-posited ”
(entgegengesetzt) ® The term Iljin uses to describe the mean-
ing of abstract in Hegel, of course, conjures up Fichte. And
in Fichte abstraction means separation, the separation of a
content in consciousness op-posed to the one concentrated

3 C. J. Friedrich, The Philosophy of Hegel (New York: Modern Library, 1954),
p. Xxxviil.

*G. W. F. Hegel, Science of Logie, tr. A. V. Miller (London: Allen and
Unwin, 1969), p. 720.

S Ibid., p. 769.

®*G. W. F. Hegel, Philosophy of Right, ir. T. M. Know (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1942), pp. 110-113.

"Iwan Djin, Die Philosophie Hegels als kontemplative Gotteslehre (Bern:
Francke, 1946), pp. 10 and 19.

8 Ibid., p. 48.
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on. This meaning of abstraction is shared by Hegel. In his
Logic he discusses the thoughts of pure being and pure
nothing—with which abstractions, incidentally, the Logic
begins—as abstractions, that is, as the one-sided activity of
the negative. In abstracting from (separating out) being, we
get nothing; in abstracting from (separating out) nothing,
we get being.® Abstraction means separation (I'rennung).
The point is important, for Hegel uses the term abstract to
characterize a certain, for him unacceptable, religious way
of viewing God characteristic, among others, of monks.

Hegel’s classic treatment of the medieval monastic move-
ment is found in the section on the “ unhappy consciousness ™
in his Phenomenology of Mind.*® The problem of the monk,
in Hegel’s view, is that he realizes himself as a self divided
against himself, as a divided nature, flesh and spirit. This
is, as we have seen, already to take an “ abstract” view.
This nature attempts to liberate itself from itself by forcing
itself in the direction of the unchangeable, in an attempt
to overcome the finite. Up to this point in the dialectic
the unchangeable still exists only within the consciousness of
the self, which means that no change has really taken place,
and the finite has not yet been overcome.

But the self soon finds that it is not the unchangeable that
is within the self, as was originally thought, but rather that
the self is in the unchangeable. This provides a toehold
outside the self for the dialectic to move on. But this “ toe-
hold ” is immediately lost as the problem is thrown onto an
entirely different plane since, if the unchangeable is outside
the self, then it becomes a beyond (Jenseits), an other. And
because it is absolutely unchangeable in relation to the change-
able, infinite in relation to the finite, it becomes the wholly
and absolutely other.

® Science of Logic, pp. 98-100. This beginning abstractly is also characteristic
of Hegel’s view of history as well as of the proper beginning for the logic.
Cf. G. W. F. Hegel, Einleitung in die Geschichte der Philosophie, ed. J. Hoff-
meister, 3 ed. (Hamburg: Meiner, 1959), pp. 66, 69-70.

1 G. W. F. Hegel, The Phenomenology of Mind, tr. J. B. Baillie, 2 ed. (London:
Allen and Unwin, 1931), pp. 251-267.



426 GEORGE J. SEIDEL

Now, since the self feels itself opposed to this unchangeable,
because the object of the self’s boundless inward feeling is
something external and foreign, something other, wholly other
than the self, the self becomes but “an unending yearning
after the unending.” However, because the self, as something
finite, is eternally opposed to this eternally in-finite, its
unending yearning can end only in frustration. It becomes an
infinite yearning for a beyond which cannot even be found,
much less reached. The self realizes this and begins to feel
totally alienated from the other, which is no longer merely
an other but a wholly unattainable other.

In the second stage of the dialectic of the unhappy conscious-
ness the self turns from its course of hopeless frustration to
fulfilling its desire through labor, toil, and the enjoyment of
the outer world. The finite world is there as a gift from God
to be used and fashioned and enjoyed. But despite all the
work and toil that the monk engages in by using the skills
which God has given him, and despite his newly established
communion with God in thanksgiving for all he has been given,
this activity is still not enough. The monk soon begins to
suspect the personal satisfaction and enjoyment which he
receives from his toil and labor. The relationship to the Abso-
lute is still outside the relation which the self has to its work
and toil, even though the monk may see that labor and toil
as done for the honor and glory of the Absolute. Thus,
although the self is happy in its work, there are moments when
it does not and cannot throw itself into its work, and then the
self is thrown back upon itself. It begins to see the enjoy-
ment and satisfaction it takes in its labor and in the fruits of
its labor as something connected to a vile flesh which must be
mortified. With this concern comes guilt and the necessity
for a confessor to guide, absolve from guilt, and put the self,
now so unsure of itself, in touch with God.

The third stage of the dialectic leads the unhappy conscious-
ness to the utmost point of humility. Since neither by an
infinite yearning nor by labor and toil can the self reach the
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relation to the Absolute, the self must be nothing. It is nothing-
ness in the eyes of God. The self must be reduced to nothing-
ness through self-abnegation and self-annihilation by means
of the vows of religion. However, this solves the problem
of the self in relation to the Absolute only by dis-solving the
problem. For in the self-annihilation of the self before the
Absolute, there is then no more self to relate to the Absolute.
The self-realization of the finite self has been renounced in
favor of an other-worldliness which denies even the possibility
of such self-realization. At this point the tale of the unhappy
consciousness ends, unhappily.

Hegel’s dialectic, of course, moves on. For in this very other-
worldliness the self reaches a new stage of self-consciousness.
His thought is implicitly reason, because it is a synthesis of
consciousness and self-consciousness. He no longer seeks refuge
in other-worldliness, fearing or scorning the actual world. He
has escaped from his own escapism and into the notion of
reason, which is incipiently the Absolute itself. For Hegel,
however, the unhappy consciousness as such can end only in
despair. It is a ceaseless longing for a mysterious “ beyond ”
forever unattainable. Undertaking the external expression of
such religiousness implied by toil and labor giving glory to
God did not meet the problem. The God-relationship remains
necessarily outside this work-relationship; and the self can
never be sure that what is done for God really has anything to
do with God at all. The self ends up brooding over itself,
recognizing itself as the cause of its own misery. It misplaces
the source of the difficulty, localizing it in the animal functions
which are to be systematically crushed by asceticism and
mortification of the flesh. Such self-annihilation will not do
the job. If it does not succeed, the self does not get into
contact with the wholly other; if it does succeed, there is no
more self to relate to the Absolute other.

Two things need to be pointed out In relation to this section
of the Phenomenology. In the first place, the expression “un-
happy consciousness ” blankets what may appear, at first sight,
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some rather odd bedfellows. Beyond medieval monks (from
which aspect I have presented Hegel’s treatment) there are Jews,
Enlightenment pietists, Fichteites, and romantics generally.*
The second thing that should be pointed out, and something
which shows deep spiritual insight on Hegel’s part, is the way
that the failure to reach an unattainable other, and the frus-
tration that ensues, has of plunging the monk into the over-
activity of religious toil and labor (“ doing the work of God ”)
as a compensation and solace for religious “ failure.” Hegel
provides us with the etiology of the religious zealot.

In his Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion Hegel some-
what mitigates his view on religious work, at least in one
respect: the finite can be lifted up to the infinite insofar
as it would produce works of devotion, that is, worship.*?
Hegel also modifies his views somewhat on the matter of
renunciation and the vows. Whereas in the Phenomenology
he had seen in the vows the self-annihilation of the self, and
hence the impossibility of relating to God in religion, in the
Philosophy of Religion he is convinced of the necessary purifi-
cation of the natural impulses, though still not their eradi-
cation. Only the impure content is to be purified. Celibacy is,
however, still a false demand, as is poverty, since personal
property pertains to man. And obedience, insofar as it would
seek to dispense from freedom and conscience, which also
belong to man, would make him sink to the level of a “ gloomy,
will-less creature.” *®

Hegel preserves the strongly ethical cast of his thought
inherited from Kant and Fichte) in that he refuses to accept

2 Jean Wahl, Le Malheur de la Conscience dans la Philosophie de Hegel, 2
ed. (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1951), pp. 10-68. Hyppolite sees
the section on the unhappy consciousness as the fundamental theme of the
Phenomenology, evoking the first philosophy of Fichte, as also Judaism, as well
as the Christian Middle Ages. Jean Hyppolite, Genése et Structure de la
Phénomenologie, de UEsprit de Hegel (Paris: Aubrier, 1946), pp. 184-194.

2G. W. F. Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion, tr. E. B. Speirs,
8 vols. (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1895), I, 287.

3 Itid., 1, 244-245.
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the contrast between morality and holiness; institutions of
morality are themselves holy. As he says, “ In morality the
reconciliation of religion with reality, with secular life, is an
actual and accomplished fact.” Hence, celibacy, voluntary
poverty, or blind obedience as opposed to family life, the
active acquisition of goods, or the free rational will are not
holy.** All this is abstraction; it is not the concrete actual
and accomplished fact. And the abstraction, as we have seen,
is based upon an abstract view of God, or better, on a view
of God as abstract, that is, as separate.

It is at this point that we may appropriately return to the
other odd bedfellows and their unhappy consciousnesses. What
connection could the nineteenth-century romantic conceivably
have with the monk and the Jew? The early German romantic
Friedrich Schlegel described religion as follows: “ Every
relation of man to the eternal in the total fullness of his human-
ity is religion. . . .”** But, since the eternal is infinite and
unending (unendlich), the relating of the self to that eternal
will be unending as well. This means that religion is but the
unending yearning (Sehnsucht) after an unattainable infinity.
And any such eternal yearning after an unattainable ideal,
whether it be the beauty of art or the wisdom of philosophy
or the truth of science, becomes religion. If one now returns
to the section on the unhappy consciousness in the Phenom-
enology with this romantic view in mind, the similarity
between the quest of the romantic and that of the monk easily
becomes apparent.

Perhaps one of the reasons why Hegel so allusively connects
romanticism and monasticism lies in the enthusiasm that
romantics exhibited toward the Middle Ages. One of the

14 Ibid., III, 1388-139. As Grégoire notes, for Hegel the Christianity prior to
Luther, with the vows of religion, denied the value of family, property, and state.
“Le protestantisme, lui, a accompli la grande réconciliation du monde spirituel
et du monde temporel en déclarant ‘divines’ les institutions sociales.” Franz
Grégoire, Etudes hégéliennes: les Points capitaux du Systéme (Louvain: Publi-
cations Universitaires, 1958), p. 335.

1% Ideen (Minor, ed.), # 8I.
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leading romantics, Friedrich Schlegel, became a Catholic; and
Zacharias Werner, author of the drama Martin Luther, even
became a priest! The romantic nostalgia toward the Middle
Ages (not atypical of Hegel’s and Holderlin’s nostalgia toward
the Greek world), particularly toward a society integrated
politically and religiously, can be seen most clearly in Novalis’s
Christenheit oder Europa, which, though not published until
1826, presented ideas circulating in romantic circles much
earlier.

But what does the Jew have in common with the monk
and the romantic? Judaism shares a similarly abstract view
of God, according to Hegel. God is the terrible Lord of heaven
and earth who elicits servile fear from a people that is exclu-
sively his; and they must respond down to the smallest detail
to the laws of worship and morality designated by God. This
necessity of absolute and self-abasing obedience before the
Infinite rests entirely upon the ‘ abstraction ” of one Lord.**
The Jew thereby stands before his infinite Lord as a finite
servant whose essential consciousness consists in self-anni-
hilating himself in pursuit of an unattainable union with the
infinite.” It might be pointed out that jn Hegel’s treatment
of Judaism the emphasis on the law and the covenant, which
he takes in the harshest and most legalistic sense, is so strong
that the prophets and the prophetic tradition in Judaism is
almost entirely overlooked. The role of the prophets seems
to be no more than explaining the negative element of mis-
fortune as the just recompense for guilt and transgression.'®

What the Jew, the monk, and the romantic have in common
is an abstract view of God, a view of God as separate, in a
word, as transcendent. However, it is at this point that we
must proceed a bit more cautiously, since more than one
meaning for the word transcendent (as for the word abstract)

¢ Philosophy of Religion, II, 208-219.

7 Cf. E. L. Fackenheim, The Religious Dimension in Hegel’s Thought (Bloom-
ington: Indiana University Press, 1967), pp. 134-188.

18 Philosophy of Religion, T1, 286.
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is possible. Indeed, Hegel insists that through revelation, and
particularly through the Incarnation, God is “. . . no longer
a Being above and beyond this world, an Unknown, for he
has told men what He is, and this not merely in an outward
way in history, but in consciousness.” ** Further, Hegel’s
“theology ” is fundamentally a theology of reconciliation and
hence the negation of any sort of separation (abstract or other-
wise) between God and an estranged world or a world estranged
from its own essential Being.?* And from this one might sim-
ply conclude that Hegel stands totally opposed to any and
every form of transcendence for God. But this would not
necessarily follow. To be against a certain form of trans-
cendence is not necessarily to be a full blown immanentist.

A hint as to the kind of “transcendence ” that Hegel is
opposing in his treatment on the unhappy consciousness, as
also in the sections of his Philosophy of Religion where he
treats Judaism or monasticism, may be taken from roman-
ticism and its relation to the philosophy of Fichte. To do a
total review of Fichte’s thought must be beyond the scope of
this essay. Nevertheless, there is one aspect of his thought that
must be brought out, namely, the relation between finite and
infinite, as it works its way into the romantics and is reacted
to by Hegel.

The finite, limited, or divided self—one may recall the begin-
ning of Hegel’s characterization of the unhappy consciousness
as a self divided against itself—is related to the infinite or
absolute self as to its ideal self. But, as an infinite or ideal
self it always remains beyond the finite self, ever fleeing before
its grasp, because the finite self still remains finite and the
infinite infinite. Yet each calls up the other, for the finite
really ought to attain its infinite ideal self; thus the restless
yearning of the finite toward the infinite is itself never-ending
or infinite (un-endlich) ** This is largely Hegel’s character-

1 Ibid., 328.
20 Ibid., 347.
# Science of Logic, p. 141.
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ization of Fichte’s thought, but it is not entirely untrue to it,
and certainty not untrue of the implications of that thought
as drawn out by the romantics.

Hegel views this infinity which is perpetually beyond the
finite, yet which constantly projects ahead of the finite (by
the finite merely as its own self-projected ideal?), as a spurious
or “bad infinity.” What it wants or what it is lacking is
resolution or reconciliation.*

Reconciliation is the negation of this separation, of this division;
it means that each recognizes itself, finds itself and its essential
nature, in the other. Reconciliation is thus freedom; but it is not
something in a state of repose, something which simply is; on the
contrary, it is activity.?®

In other words, there is a good as well as a bad infinity. True
infinity is a reconciling infinity, an other which, because
related to its other as other, passes over togther with itself
into the other (“ Ubergehen in anderes nur mit sich selbst
zusammen ) and thus makes the other the other of itself.**

What is the difference between this bad sort of infinity or
transcendence of Fichte’s and that of Hegel? One might simply
say that the Fichtean or romantic infinite is an unattained and
unattainable one, whereas Hegel’s is achieved. This is correct
as far as it goes. But what is at issue here are two different
notions of transcendence, namely, a transcendence or infinity
which is always out ahead of the finite, ever receding before
its grasp, and an infinity which is already, at least to some
extent, within the grasp of the finite. Or one might describe
the difference as that between a realized and an unrealizable
eschatology. In other words, perhaps Hegel has been misunder-
stood. He is not so much against a transcendent diety as
against the sort of purely ideal unapproachable transcendence
characteristic of Fichte and the romantics. For Hegel is

22 Ibid., pp. 225-234.

8 Philosophy of Religion, I, 347.

G, W. F. Hegel, Enzyklopidie der philosophischen Wissenschaften im
Grundrisse (1830), eds. F. Nicolin and O. Poggeler, 6 ed. (Hamburg: Meiner,
1959), ## 04-05.
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equally opposed to the fully immanent deity of the *“ Eleatics,”
under which rubric he includes pantheisms of various sorts,
the subject-less substance of Spinoza, and the Hen kai pan of
the former happy trio at Tiibingen (Schelling, Hélderlin, and
Hegel himself) .

This may succeed in throwing into somewhat sharper light
Hegel’s allusions to Judaism and monasticism and indicate the
anti-romantic spectacles through which he is reading both. For
much of the intellectual content of the early German romantic
movement derived largely from the fellow-traveling Fichte
and Schelling. And Hegel’s reaction to this can be seen already
in his Fragment of a System, dating from 1800, in which the
relation between an unhappy consciousness, such as is later
worked out in the Phenomenology, and the philosophical per-
spective of Fichte and the romantics is already intimated.*®

In other words, what Hegel seems to have done is to read
a Fichtean and romantic notion of transcendence into both
monasticism and Judaism. But, despite the firmly eschatolog-
ical orientation of both Judaism and monasticism and their
common emphasis on the prophetic tradition *—it is deeply
significant that Hegel largely ignores this aspect of Judaism—
the God, both of the Jew and the monk, is not simply eternally
“ahead,” or even simply the God who dwells in the heavens
or in the sanctuary, but the God who is both high above the
heavens and yet also in the very hearts of the just, a God
wholly transcendent and wholly immanent.

It seems that Hegel, in fact, attempted to express this in
his own way. And this is, perhaps, the ultimate meaning of
Hegelian dialectic. It becomes the very form of divine reve-

2% Philosophy of Religion, II, pp. 54-56, 135-139.

2 G. W. F. Hegel, On Christianity: Early Theological Writings, tr. T. M. Knox,
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1961), pp. 817-819. Cf. Paul Asveld, La
Pensée religieuse du jeune Hegel: Liberté et Aliénation (Louvain: Publications
Universitaires, 1953), p. 211.

*" One might also mention the rabbinic tradition, since the abbot or spiritual
father is understood fundamentally as a teacher in the monastic tradition. It
is interesting to note the number of references in the Rule of Benedict, for

example, to the Gospel of Matthew, which is more strongly rooted in the rabbinic
tradition, as against the more ascetical orientation of Luke,
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lation.?”® It is no accident that the favored gospel in Hegel, as
for Fichte and Schelling as well, is that of St. John.”® John’s
is the gospel of God as spirit, of freedom, light, life, reconcili-
ation, and love. And this preference for John goes right back
to the philosophical interpretation which Hegel gives of that
gospel in his early Life of Jesus.®® But, although this penchant
for John may give a particular coloring to Hegel’s view of
Christianity, it is more than likely that Hegel’s negative reac-
tion to the Fichtean and romantic notion of infinity, as infinite
striving toward the unattainable, prejudiced a proper Hegelian
understanding both of Christianity and Judaism. However, he
would have other very good Hegelian reasons for opposing both
Judaism and monasticism: the union of the realms of the
sacred and secular was, for Hegel, an actual and accomplished
fact, and, as far as he was concerned, it was a good thing.
But there is a sense in which the God of Judaism and of Chris-
tian monasticism is “ abstract,” that is, separate. Thisis simply
the rich biblically-based concept of holiness—a concept which
Hegel could do no more than identify with morality—along
with the social implications that such a concept would have
in terms of a holy people set apart to hear and heed the word
of God. Needless to say, Hegel’s strongly organismic view
of society is opposed to any such exclusiveness or separateness,

Hegel’s views on monasticism are not, then, either incon-
sequential or trivial. They are not trivial because they find
their roots deep in his thought and in the deeply Incarnational
character of his belief; they are not inconsequential for the
simple reason that Hegel’s thought has not been without con-
sequence.

Grorce J. SemrL, O.S. B.
St. Martin’s Abbey
Olympia, Washington

28 Tljin, op. cit., p. 200. However, Iljin cautions us that Hegel’s theory is not
Christian theology, and his speculative “ act ” is not the activity of Christian piety,
Ibid., p. 881.

*W. A. Schulze, “Das Johannesevangelium im deutschen Idealismus,”
Zeitschrift fir phidosophische Forschung, 18 (1964), 85-118.

%0 Ibid., pp. 106 ff; Cf. Hegels theologische Jugendschriften, ed. H. Nohl (Frank.
furt / Main: Minerva, 1966), pp. 73-136.



HEGEL, SPINOZA, AND A THEORY OF
EXPERIENCE AS CLOSED

labels “rationalist ” and ‘idealist,” I propose the term

“panist.” Although aesthetically its introduction repre-
sents a regression, conceptually its application affords insight
into a similarity obscured by the use of the former terms. By
panism 1 mean the ability to comprehend reality by a univocal
method. Through the lens of the panist concept we can focus
on a kindred systematic feature in the theory of experience
of Spinoza and Hegel. I do not, of course, mean to imply that
there is not also a consequential opposition between rationalism
and idealism. But it is one that has satisfactorily been brought
to our attention by historians of philosophy. The claim of
this essay is that, due to a drive towards a terminal system
expressed by a unique method, both rationalist and idealist
close off the possibility of an element of unknowing or indeter-
minacy in experience. In this respect they are alike panist.
The prosecution of a method determines a metaphysical posi-
tion. The medium is, in this case, an interesting part of the
message.

By a limited case study approach I shall show how this
aim and this method converge to rule out the possibility of
affirming experience as open-ended. By a different method,
for example, one that admits of the analogy of being, this possi-
bility is open. In the concluding section I shall briefly look at
this possibility. But, first, we turn to a key methodological trait
in the doctrine of Spinoza.

IN ORDER TO supplant in certain contexts the overworked

Spinoza and the “ more geometrico”

Recall the significance of Descartes’ mathematical reform
of philosophy for the function of the God-concept in Spinoza’s
system. The temptation to find the significance of mathematics
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for philosophical method as the ideal of demonstrative science,
and thereby to elaborate a philosophy more geometrico, has
consequences which, in retrospect at any rate, seem capable
of being anticipated. Harness this temptation both to the
religious conviction that all things necessarily proceed from
the unitary essence of God and the rationalist’s quest for
a one-to-one mapping of the order of ideas onto the order of
things ( Spinoza being both theistic and rationalistic) and it
leads inevitably, we might say, to an Ethica More Geometrico
Demonstrata. At least it does so in the hands of a rigorously
systematic thinker.

In Euclidean science every expression, barring an economical
number of primitive ones, is—in an older (Aristotelian)
terminology—said to be “caused by ” the primitive expres-
sions. This is the exemplar deductive system. Ideally, these
primitive expressions are maximally economical in number, i.e.,
they are one in number, such that every proposition of the
system is “ caused by ” the one underived (uncaused) prim-
itive. Given these conditions, the ideal is, for certain minds,
too overwhelming to resist. Recall, too, that not until recently
was the distinction between a deductive system as an uninter-
preted calculus and as convertible into a physical theory
drawn. This is a distinction drawn by means of assigning a
meaning to the primitive terms and sentences of the system—
assigning values to its variables, we would now say. However,
these primitives, or axioms, were formally regarded not as
uninterpreted symbols but as expressions of truths corre-
sponding with real things outside the systematic context in
which the symbols occur. This relationship of theorems to
primitives is not simply one of logical dedu~ibility (according
to a set of formation and transformation rules) of one set of
symbols from another set. Rather, it gives expression to a
causal dependence (in being) of consequent to ground; the
ground is the raison d’étre of the consequent. Thus the logical
progression more geometrico of all propositions or ideals from
the ultimately single proposition (idea) is reflective of the real
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progression of all things from the unitary essence of God. The
nature of the method which Spinoza chose for philosophy deter-
mines, as it were, antecedently the metaphysical lineaments
of its solution. At any rate this is my thesis.

In Spinoza’s hands the philosophical enterprise now resem-
bles an effort to elaborate, from a single fundamental axiom,
all its knowledge within a system conceived to be as rigorously
deductive and self-consistent as Euclid’s Elements—given Hil-
bert’s reformulation. From a modicum of higher level (certain
and necessary) principles, and optimally from a single highest
level principle, all certainty should follow. To anticipate by
one hundred and fifty years the doctrines of one who is shortly
to be considered, the syllogistic process may be said to generate
the world.* ’

When the axiom set comprises but a simple axiom from
which every other theorem of the system is immediately or
mediately derivable, it is but a relatively short step to sub-
sume the entire body of consequent propositions under the
axiom set. Now we may regard it as we regard a validly
drawn conclusion of a formal syllogism, viz., the made-explicit
which is already precontained in the premises. Furthermore,
when this axiom set is conceived in theistic terms, a doctrine
of pan-theism is already secured.

It should be noted that, historically, the way was paved
for Spinoza’s doctrine by the Cartesian reduction of substance
from its classical Aristotelian conception as the category of
inherence. Previously a variety of attributes combined (it
was said) In a unitary concrete entity. With Descartes, sub-
stance is divided disjunctively into infinite, and finite, the
latter characterized by just two attributes, spatiality and
consciousness (ewtensio and cogitatio). Everything else is
reduced to modifications of one attribute or the other. The
res extensae become modi extensionis; the res cogitantes, modi
cogitationis. And all qualities and states of bodies are modes
of their spatiality; all qualities and states of mind are modes

1 Substitute for “syllogistic” * dialectic.”



438 LAURENCE FOSS

of consciousness. In other words, all qualities and states are
logically implicated in, or derivable from, the two finite (inter-
mediate level) attributes, minds and bodies. But since in
Spinoza’s system, intermediate level ideas (substances) are
derivable from the unique highest level idea (substance), log-
ically what is to prevent us from substituting for “ finite sub-
stance ” “ modification of ” or “ modes of infinite substance” ?
In fact, these latter bear the same relation to infinite sub-
stance as the qualities and states of finite substances bear
to themselves, namely, logically implicated in or derivable
from. It is just this substitution that may be regarded as
the methodological crux of Spinoza’s pan-theism.

This, then, is my contention. As different bodies are distin-
guished from one another in the Cartesian system only by
different modes of spatiality, and different minds only by
different modes of consciousness, so, analogously, in the Spino-
zist system. Following with logical rigor from the more
geometrico spatiality and consciousness, though irreducibly
distinct, are deprived of their substantiality. Although higher
level with respect to their modes, they are themselves merely
modes of the highest level idea, the one Substance, the deity
or apxn of the world-system. As every conclusion is “ caused
by ” its derivative premises, and as these premises can them-
selves figure as conclusions derived from their premises, so
qualities, modes, attributes, are all implicated in and derived
from the one underived causa sui premise which generates the
world. This underived premise, itself insusceptible of modifi-
cation, the uncaused ens realissimum, is the one Substance.
This God, pan-theistic, exists only in “ things ” as their uni-
versal essence; and they only in him as modes of his reality;
he is both natura naturans AND natura naturata. God is
the highest genus and all the differentiae too, both the supreme
class and its members!

A dialectical turn: Hegel

We have reached a term. Next let us describe a second
conceptual are, this time that of the great German theorist
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whom we have anticipated. Instead of proceeding deductively
from the highest axiom downwards, Hegel proposes an induc-
tive (after a sort) methodology in his Phenomenology of
Mind. Methodologically speaking, the role of the Absolute
Spirit is similar to the highest axiom in Spinoza, the one
modelled geometrically, the other phenomenologically. Through
the successive concrete moments of self-consciousness, reason,
and spirit, the initial radical differentiation of consciousness
gives way in his system to a guiding insight: the world is
nothing else than the presence of subject to itself in idea.
From the viewpoint of historical geneology we may say that
the Cartesian bifurcation of substance into finite and infinite,
and of the former into body and mind, furnished a setting for
Spinoza’s appropriation of this logically untenable dualism
into a logically coherent monism. Similarly, according to our
reconstruction, the Kantian dualism of synthesis-a priori now
gives ground before the Hegelian monist juggernaut. Why,
we may suppose him to ask, set the a priori over against
the very existence which the synthesis undertakes to disclose?
Such a resolution can lead eventually only to scepticism as to
the existential locus of a priori principles, principles at once
exhibiting existence but not a part of existence.

With the logical rigor of Spinoza Hegel undertook to remove
the ground for such scepticism (scepticism evinced most
powerfully by Schulze, among Kant’s critics, in the Aenesi-
demus) by situating the locus of the a priori principles in
existence itself. If the conversion is successful, the synthesis
needs no longer to be regarded as opposing or standing out-
side the experience synthesized. This is a giant step away from
the pervasive dualismin Kant. Synthesisisnow made operative
within the order of experience and manifests itself consequently
only in and through that order. Existence is capable of syn-
thesis because existence is synthesis. The significance of this
insight, and specifically of its systematic working out in the
Phenomenology, is perhaps better appreciated by the con-
temporary reader when it is realized that, if it is not the
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same insight, nevertheless it invites comparison with that
which motivates the semantical analyses of Carnap and Quine.
Thus compare the use of the notion of language-form in
Carnap’s essay, ““ Semantics, Ontology, and Empiricism,” * and
the notion of cultural posit in Quine’s essays collected in From
a Logical Point of View.?®

In inductive, or perhaps more accurately, in phenomenolog-
ical scope, the abstract Spinoza is outdistanced by the ency-
clopedic German. With detail and precision Hegel traces in
the Phenomenology the actual working out of the synthesis-
a priori in experience, experience considered both onto- and
phylo-genetically. Here alone, in accordance with the pre-
scripts of his position, this synthesis can be grasped in its
actuality. Its inner form is dialectic, and it is through the
dialectic process of continual differentiation by annulment,
elevation, and preservation (Aufhelbung) that the increasingly
more complex unity of the presence of subject to itself as
idea finally issues.

Considered dynamieally, the moments by which the unity
of existence and essence, the conditioned and the uncondi-
tioned, is successively realized, and through which the spirit
must pass in order to achieve its own unity, may be con-
ceptually isolated. (The language of the Phenomenology gets
hairy here; like Galileo having to forge a makeshift calculus
in order to express the acceleration law known by his name,
Hegel has to forge a system of categories to house his ideas
even while formulating these ideas. No extant categorical sys-
tem was adequate to them.) Further, taken together, these
moments comprise the living process of reality within which
is generated both the existence and consciousness consuming
its object, both the manifold and the forms, in a word the

2 Semantics and the Philosophy of Language, ed. L Linsky (Univ. of Illinois,
1952) .

® (New York, 1963). Quine’s caution (p. 103) notwithstanding, in point of
end result there is little to distinguish the two aphorisms, ““ To be is to be rational ”
and “To be is to be the value of a bound variable.” See, e.g., pp. 16-17.
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world.* In consciousness the sensible awareness of particu-
larity, the absence of an appreciation of distinctness of subject
and object or of subsumption under class concepts, gives way
to perceptive consciousness and effectively admits the logical
apparatus of quantification and class-inclusion. The animal
reverie of one world is shattered by the subject-object dual-
ism; and the empirical-rationalist antinomies are thus spawned.
This is the point of departure of Kant’s critique.

The dilemma is resolved by the scientific intellect which
posits the unconditioned character of the universal (Kant’s
a priori forms) as the rationale for the sensible manifold. From
an initial animal reverie the spirit proceeds dialectically to the
dualistic tension of subject versus object, mind versus world,
once again to be relieved by a transcendental deduction. Exit
Kant.®? The next moment of synthesis, self-consciousness, is
the full realization of the implications of—not quite accu-
rately—the uncertainty relations: the subject is in some real
sense the other.® By simply existing, one affects, and thereby
individually determines, the state of the environing system.
There is a constant interaction of energy between observer and
observed. When for the singular one spoken of above is sub-
stituted the corporate one (the French on or German man),
in this case all that exists, it will be understood how the unity
of subject and object, of the a priori and existence (or experi-
ence), is effected. Only when it “doubles back ” upon itself
as the condition for the others does the subject emerge fully.
The whole order of objects is to be seen as given in and through
the subject.

Hereupon reason perceives that the world is penetrable by
it for the very reason that it is identical with spirit. Thus

* Cf. Phenomenology of Mind, tr J. B. Baillie (New York, 1955), Intro., p.
134 fl

5Tt is noteworthy to observe that it is in the first section of Phenomenology,
Section A (Consciousness), that Hegel dispatches the Kantian problematic.

% Recall the celebrated remark of W. Heisenberg: ““ The mathematical formulae

no longer portray nature, but rather our knowledge of nature.” See also his
Physics and Philosophy (New York, 1962), ch. X,
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the philosopher of nature, e.g., Newton, does not discover
the laws of nature; he proclaims those laws in virtue of which
nature henceforth is to be articulated. Compare prospectively
the otherwise cryptic saying of Wittgenstein:

. . . the fact that it can be described by Newtonian Mechanics
tells us nothing about the world; but this tells us something,
namely, that the world can be described in that particular way in
which as a matter of fact it is described.?

Rather than dominating the world, observant reason is assimi-
lated to the world and becomes continuous with it. Whereupon
active reason asserts itself, expropriating the world to its pur-
poses, providing axioms for interpreting the world, and finally
constructing the world ab initio. Pan-reason. The world is
the world known.

The world and the individual

This last point needs elucidating. It may be supposed that
there are questions both as to what there is and to what
one’s symbolic forms (including language) put one in the way
of: ontological questions and semantical questions. It may be
supposed that one can ask whether the entities to which our
language forms commit us answer to what there is. But such
questions rest on a distinction which gains impetus only on
the supposition that there is something independently of us.
Thus we might meaningfully speak of there being something,
but not for us (any of us), something as it were “ already
out there now real.” The supposition is, of course, given the
Hegelian premise, groundless; it involves a distinction without
a difference. That this is the case is demonstrated at the
dialectical moment of the spirit (below): this conjectural
something, independent of us, is independent simply.

In the last analysis we wonder about the force of insisting
on this independence. Ex hypothesi it is something dependent
upon, relatable to, not us but some Other, God say, who

? Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (New York and London, 1922), 6.342.
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underwrites the claim. The supposition isintended as an abbre-
viation for another: “ The existence of some thing, at any rate,
is not causally dependent on our existence "—whether “our”
is taken singly or collectively. This Other, or Underwriter,
assures its being, or the possibility of the postulation of its
being. The groundlessness of the supposition is thus shown to
be consequence of a premise, to be reached dialectically: Intel-
lectually God is ourselves, only supereminently.

The stage is set for the final moment of the synthesis, the
introduction of spirit. The spirit is but the summation of
active reasons. In short, it is the rational world itself. There
is no other world; spirit and world are one. This dénouement
casts historical shades backwards on Averroes’ doctrine of a
single world intellect; ® while one of its corollaries is projected
forward: the limits of our symbolic forms are the limits of the
world.®

Thus by an inductive-phenomenological process upwards
the program of Hegel culminates in a conclusion which, by a
deductive movement downwards, Spinoza had proposed (by
a different methodology to be sure, and from different theoreti-
cal motivations) a century and a half earlier. To wit, and
crudely, a panist theory of experience (pan-ism).

8 See also M. McLuhan, “. . . might not our current translation of our entire
lives into the Spiritual form of information (. .. the memory of a computer) seem
to make of the entire globe, and of the human family, a single consciousness.
“ Understanding Media ” (1963), p. 79.

° This is, of course, a gloss on Wittgenstein (see Tractatus 5. 6). But compare
the phenomenological doctrine of intentionality: “le rapport du sujet et de 1'objet
n'est plus le rapport de connaissance dont parlait Iidealisme classique dans
lequel l'objet apparait toujours comme construit par le sujet, mais un rapport
d’etre selon lequel paradoxalment le sujet est son corps, son monde et sa
situation, et, en quelque sorte, s’échange.” (Sens, et Non-Sens: Paris, 1948, p.
125). Notwithstanding that Merleau-Ponty professes to transvaluate * classical
idealism,” his intentional “ bond of being” and Hegel’s reason are, viewed through
the panist concept, sibling. The noetic-noematic intentionality structure suggests
a limited panism; though this suggestion needs to be separately worked out
and is offered here only by way of a promissory note,



















































































































































































































































































































































